In the Middle of the Corrupting Sea: Cultural Enctars in Sicily and Sardinia between
1450 — 900 BC

Anthony Russell
BA, MA (British Columbia)

MLitt (Glasgow)

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the

Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Archaeology
College of Arts

University of Glasgow

2011



Abstract

Archaeological investigations of pre-colonial cartgain Sicily and Sardiniduring the

Middle and Late Bronze Age (1'5- 13" centuries BC) often represent such encounters as
both systematic and highly influential in the degghent of islander societies. Discussions
of the involvement and impact of Aegeans and Cyprimminate these investigations of
cultural encounters. Such studies typically disawetsvorks of exchange from the extra-
insular perspective, focussing on trade routespaodenience analyses, which almost
always involve mobile foreigners coming to thesarids to establish economic

relationships with passive, receptive, and statyprsanders.

The dominance of these ‘acculturation’ interpretasi while understandable within
the context of the history of Mediterranean archagg is nonetheless unfortunate, as
eastern Mediterranean material consistently reptesmly a small fraction of material
assemblages throughout the region. Often it israsduthat foreigners controlled such
contacts, based on the assumption that membersofe@complex society will dominate
those of a simpler one. There seems to be litdengdiowever, for interpretations which
involve mobile, enterprising or self-aware Sicibaand Sardinians during this timeframe,
even when it is recognised that trade networks (¢.§ardinian obsidian) had existed in
the region since the Neolithic period. Similarlycal motivations for establishing or

maintaining contacts are often ignored.

My thesis employs a postcolonial perspective, éliengh dealing with a pre-
colonial period. Postcolonial archaeology, howeweed not be exclusively concerned
with re-analysing the archaeology of colonisatiout, also re-assessing the scholarship
which is a by-product of the colonialist represéntss, such as the over-representation of
contacts with eastern Mediterranean peoples, aidsbpposed cultural superiority.
Instead, three themes of representation are engl¢yethe investigation of materials
from a local, consumption-based perspective; @) thandonment of simplistic dualist
paradigms; and (3) the recognition of the hybriodoictions and practices which result
from these material connections. These perspedivesa more accurate assessment of
local agency, illuminate the involvement of othesgible participants in the central
Mediterranean, and analyse how the consumptioarefgn and hybrid materials affected
the development and promotion of islander iderstitienere is an active separation made
between the presence of foreign objects and thiareign peoples, and as a result, the
cultural encounters described are interpretedstances of object diasporas, rather than

physical encounters.
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1 Introduction and Past Research

1.1 Introduction

Despite being geographically insular, islands Hang been noted as areas of conspicuous
cultural encounters. Sicily and Sardinia, the tergést islands of the Mediterranean, and
placed centrally within that sea, have yieldedramgasing amount of archaeological
evidence for having been in “in the swim” of exingular exchange networks (Horden and
Purcell 2000: 76) between 1450 — 900 BC. Theselatesdates refer to the entire Middle
Bronze Age (hereafter MBA) in Sicily, as well aatlisland’s Late Bronze Age (LBA)

(see table 1.1, p. 33). In Sardinia, this chroniglalgange reflects the end of the MBA and
the entire LBA, typically regarded as the cultutaghpoint” of the island’s Nuragic
civilisation (Webster 1996: 108). Beyond the redtign of extra-insular materials and
influences on these islands, however, there hasr Ipeely debates regarding the
significance of such contact, both in terms of i@ agents of interaction were, and the
scale of impact these material connections had igtander societies. These debates have
been argued along a spectrum from those who feél sontacts were direct, systematic,
and highly influential (Tusa 1999a: 53dastellana 2002: 131; Rowland 2001: 65) to those
who consider such encounters to have been spomaftional, and without much impact
upon the lives of islander communities (Webster61992; Blake 2008). In the former
framework, external influences upon these islamedtee prime movers of social
development, and the principal impetus for matate@nge (Leighton 2005: 261; Rowland
2001: 65). At either end of this contact and infloe spectrum, discussions of the
involvement of Aegeans (usually termed Mycenaeand)Cypriots dominate the study of
cultural encounters in Sicily and Sardinia. Sualestigations usually discuss networks of
exchange from the extra-insular perspective, canatmg on trade routes and provenience
analyses, and typically involve mobile foreignessing to the central Mediterranean, and
establishing economic relationships with passieeeptive, and stationary islanders (Lo
Schiavo 2003: 2Rowland 2001: 58). The end result is the acculimmatf Sicilian or
Sardinian societies to a more Aegean or Cypriot @fdife (Tanasi 2009: 51; De Miro
1999a; Ferrarese Cerwti al. 1987: 26-27).

The dominance of these eastern Mediterranean-fedugadies, while
understandable within the context of the historefditerranean archaeology, is
nonetheless unfortunate, as Aegean and Cypriotrimiatensistently represents only a

small fraction of the material assemblages throughtwe region (Blake 2008: 9-10;
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Vagnetti 1999: 141). Often it is assumed that Aegearchants and prospectors controlled
such contacts, expressed explicitly or implicitlighin the framework of a Bronze Age
world system (Marazzi and Tusa 1979; Vianello 2G)5in which eastern agents sought
access to raw materials, such as metal ores inrfsaethd the western Mediterranean
(Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 171; Clinet199; Cunliffe 2001: 262).
Assumptions of foreign control in these contaatatibns, however, are rooted in outdated
diffusionist ideas, which propose the existencarofAegean evil genius” as the driving
force of social complexity in the central Mediterean (Blakolmer 2005: 661). From such
a perspective, there is little room to discuss eglaictive, or influential Sicilians and
Sardinians, even when it is recognised that indéget) regional exchange networks (e.qg.
of Sardinian obsidian) had existed across the Eyridn Sea since the Neolithic period.
There is very little engagement with local motieas for contact, or what value and
significance foreign objects had for the commugité these islands, beyond the
presumption that such exotica caused them to acatdtto a more eastern Mediterranean

way of life through their intrinsic superiority.

1.2 Research Aims

In order to critically evaluate the representatidrcultural encounters between indigenous
Sicilians or Sardinians and other Mediterranearplesy this study pursues four principal
research goals. The first is the comprehensivecidin of the evidence for contact from
Sicily and Sardinia, and its incorporation intoadabase (see 2.2.1 and the included
Access file). With this data in hand, the secomd igito examine the strengths and
weaknesses of the foreign-first perspective thatdmaracterised the analysis of this
evidence. The third aim is to challenge the dontiaaalysis, and attempt an interpretation
of the spread of foreign materials from a locahsuamption-based perspective, to show
how an acculturation framework does not work whessé objects or influences are
restored to their appropriate archaeological castdxnally, based on current material
culture theory in post-colonial studies, this inigetion interprets the mixing of
production methods and social practices as instaoickybridisation, instead of

acculturation, or debased imitation.

The collection of data specifically involves gaihgrtogether every published piece
of interpreted exotica found on Sicily and Sardimiathe MBA and LBA. In most cases
this involves mobile foreign goods (e.g. pottemgrize objects), although their

identification as foreign is not always a straightfard procedure, and some of the
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evidence involves an interpretation of the obj@uislved as exotica. Beyond such mobile
goods, this study also investigates interpretatajrfereign influence upon the material
practices of islander communities (e.g. architedtiorms, imitative or derivative pottery).
While such items ‘of influence’ also represent hjsative interpretation of extra-insular
contact rather than direct evidence, they are gitesented in acculturation frameworks as
established facts. As these influenced materialesgions are only the by-products of
contact, however, and are usually interpreted eahiimdiwork of locals (i.e. rather than the
productions of any itinerant artisans), they doapear in the database of exotica,
although they are presented in the data chaptedse\ealuated in the discussion chapter.
Accumulating evidence for contact with the Aegead &yprus is much easier than
gathering data for contact with the western Medhteean or, more troublingly, proof of
material connections and cultural encounters withincentral Mediterranean itself, as

eastern Mediterranean materials are more widelyighdd and referenced.

An analysis of the dominant acculturation interatiein of culture contact in Sicily
and Sardinia is largely a study of its limitations,in other words, what is missing from
such a homogenising perspective. This includestl lmotivations for establishing or
maintaining contact; a contextual analysis of horeign objects and influences were
appropriated and, at times, physically adaptedtommodate local needs and values; a
consideration of the mobility of islanders themsshn the spread of exotica throughout
the region; and addressing what the benefits agatibg to foreign practices would have
been for islander societies. In Chapter Two, lasscthe benefits of hybridisation over
acculturation in the interpretation of MBA and LEAltural encounters (2.1.1), and how
an acculturation framework leads to inflexible, kikigparadigms of contact (2.1.3), such as
active, enterprising foreigners versus passivespiee locals. In the final chapter |
describe some of the discourses employed towaeds#fintenance of the acculturation

framework.

The rejection of Mycenaean or Cypriot acculturatsran appropriate interpretation
of cultural encounters in these islands leads tiyréa the third research aim: analysing the
evidence from a consumption-based perspective.ilgissentially filling in the blanks’
of what is missing from the dominant paradigm. Whaaking at these materials in their
local, archaeological contexts, new ideas aboutogpation and adaptation can be
addressed, as foreign objects and influences atkag active expressions of local needs.
This is a study of not only what is accepted fraftural encounters, but also what is

purposefully rejected. The adoption of foreign miats, practices, or ideas and their
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adaptation to suit local needs can better informafubke kinds of negotiations taking place
than any assumption of common meanings shared eetpr@ducer and consumer. From
this locals-first perspective, a more informed dssion of the identity implications for
islander societies is possible, which moves beybhadimplistic and limited notion that
they merely wanted to be more Aegean or CyprioChapter Two, | discuss consumption
choices as a critical feature of social identitsniation (2.1.2). In the conclusion | propose
a more inclusive model of the types of cultural@amters that existed in Sicily and
Sardinia for this 550 year period, one that camacnodate the presence of foreign agents,
but does not insist upon it, and certainly doesrelgtupon extra-insular presence to

explain the material culture trajectories of islandommunities.

Finally, | apply the interpretive model of hybridtgn to certain material changes
detected at discrete points of contact in Sicilgt Sardinia, to show how such an
interpretation is inevitably more satisfying thaat of the imitation, or corrupt derivation,
of foreign material culture. It allows for the caaeration of local systems of value, which
is crucial in a contact scenario where the loc&eeovould always have been dominant,
and where any foreign agents would likely have lmmommodating — if not subordinate
— to islander elites, regardless of whether thesewige representatives of a more complex
society. Hybrid products and hybrid practices acgercommonly used to describe
colonial cultural encounters, and the types ofydaitensive meetings and mixings that
result from the persistent co-presence of indigergroples and colonisers. There is no
such scenario of intensive co-presence in Sicity @ardinia before theMillennium BC,
and as a result it is inappropriate to speak ofidytorporate identities (e.g.
‘Mycenaeanised’ Sicilians) as a consequence okthes-colonial encounters. Hybrid
productions and practices, however, are still gssiutcomes of the more transitory
contacts encountered during the MBA and LBA, anchdoresult from the co-presence of
different peopleper se but rather through the globalisation of certastenial forms
(Knapp 2008: 57) throughout the Mediterranean ésiacond half of the"2millennium

BC, phenomena that are described as ‘object diaspior this study.

Sicily and Sardinia represent worthwhile subjectterdor the study of cultural
encounters, not only because islands are ofterpeur@is areas of contact (Knapp 2008:
20), but also because they are the two largestdslan discrete parts of the centre of the
Mediterranean, and what can be gleaned from tl@meation has direct repercussions
on other regions of the ‘corrupting’ sea (Horded &urcell 2000). They also contrast with

each other in significant ways, in terms of temppedterns of contact, the material
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connections they describe, and the degree to whatharity has contributed to their
distinct islander identities. What follows is aimwv of the developing interpretations of
culture contact in MBA and LBA Sicily and Sardinfast looking at syntheses of the
central Mediterranean region as a whole, beforenexag interpretive movements for
each island individually. A more comprehensive oi@r of the specific materials and
sites implicated in culture contact studies of ¢hgo islands is provided in their

respective data chapters (see 3.2 and 4.2).

1.3 Background

1.3.1 Central Mediterranean Syntheses

In this study, the term ‘central Mediterranean’ giephically refers to the area that
extends west to east from the west coasts of Sardimd Corsica to the Adriatic Sea, and
north to south from the northern coast of the Adrieo the northern coasts of Tunisia and
Libya (figure 1.1). It therefore encompasses the islands specifically under
investigation, as well as Corsica, Ustica, the fspArchipelago, the Flegrean Islands,
peninsular Italy, Malta, and Pantelleria. Consetjyethe western Mediterranean refers to
the Balearic Islands, the south coast of Franag tla Iberian Peninsula, and the eastern
Mediterranean pertains to the Aegean, Anatolia,r@ypthe Levant, and Egypt. Within the
context of the central Mediterranean, thereforediB& represents the western extremity,

while Sicily is very centrally located.

There is a clear predominance of studies that irev@legean interaction in the
central Mediterranean, largely based on the presehtate Helladic painted pottery
(Taylour 1958; Biancofiore 1967; Marazzi and Tu8a@9; Smith 1987; Bietti Sestieri
1988; Vagnetti 1993, 1999; Ugas 1996; Jones &0812; van Wijngaarden 2002: 203-59;
Vianello 2005). An early theme in such investigatiavas the idea that there could be
Mycenaean colonies in the central Mediterraneach si8 Taylour’s (1958: 128)
suggestion that Scoglio del Tonno (Puglia) was adiin colony, or Bernabo Brea'’s
(1957: 126, 148) diffusionist ideas about the Ahatoorigins of the Early Bronze Age
(EBA) Castelluccian culture of Sicily, how the cemtporary Capo Graziano culture was
the by-product of Aegean immigration to the Aeolislands, and how the Wessex culture
in southern England “strongly permeated with My@sarainfluences.These colonisation
and migration interpretations were derived fromdassing several materials and
processes, ascribable to a wider time frame, inthistorical occurrencéeighton 1999:

138), as well as the attempt to associate archgiealocemains with semi-legendary events
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described by much later ancient authors (see 118.2Jep with this interpretation of
Aegean colonies, was the early notion that theseedgeans had a civilising effect on the
barbarian societies of the central Mediterraneasi(£895: 149). While the existence of
colonies has largely been dismissed (see below)mportance of Aegean contacts to the
social development of central Mediterranean comtiaghas been resistant to any
gualification (Castellana 2000: 166; La Rosa 2@3434; Tanasi 2009: 51).

Figure 1.1: Map of Sicily and Sardinia within their centra | Mediterranean context.
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The idea of a settled Aegean presence was sevralified after more extensive
excavations failed to turn up any central Mediteean assemblages that were even
predominantly Aegean (Vagnetti 1999: 141; Blake&@0 Militello 2004a: 298). A more
recent idea was that certain sites could have twmdaAegean community colonies (Smith
1987: 157-61; Kilian 1990: 455-56), where part ofiadigenous settlement was assigned
to foreign traders or artisans, who were still édygdependent upon locals for food,
supplies, and labour. This was based on an analdbyPortuguese trading enclaves in
Africa and Asia beginning in the Y&entury AD, as well as Assyrian enclaves in Ariatol
during the 2! Millennium BC (Smith 1987: 148-55). Such an id&# sas some currency
in southern Italy, where the settled presencemériant Aegean potters, perhaps associated
with but distinct from Aegean traders, has beerytated (Jonest al. 2005: 543). There
is no site in the central Mediterranean, howewewlich a community colony or trading
enclave has been identified archaeologically. Evgnout enclaves, the notion of the
systematic presence of eastern Mediterranean maritierchants and prospectors as the
principal agents in the spread of foreign exotiaa been maintained, and is still the
dominant paradigm of culture contact in the redBlake 2008: 2, 6; Bietti Sestieri 1988:

24), despite the problems posed by more recenaacchetric data.

The first serious challenge to the dominant modiélegean presence and activity
came with the discovery that a significant portidriLate Helladic pottery in the central
Mediterranean was manufactured from local claysalamanufacture had been
hypothesised before, based on typological congideisaand direct observation (Taylour
1958: 164). The earliest physico-chemical stud&sioed in the 1960s, with the
comparison of clays used in Late Helladic-lookimgsgfrom Scoglio del Tonno, Rhodes,
and the Peloponnese (de Angeisal. 1967), although this limited study only confirmed
that the six Italian sherds analysed were impdVigh the expansion of provenience
investigations by the Fitch Laboratory (British 8ohat Athens) to include more sites
from other parts of the central Mediterraneaneitdme clear that a significant portion of
these Aegean-looking pots had been made localhe§1@986; Jones and Day 1987). If
locals were making convincing looking imitationslaite Helladic pottery, then the notion
of a Mycenaean penetration of Italy and the islandg have been overestimated, and
what was really being observed was a transferabirtelogies, and a developing taste in
painted pottery (Harding 1984: 229). Still, theseatnic imports and technologies were
typically described as having been exported by Aagegents, be they maritime merchants
or travelling artisans (Jones and Vagnetti 1990-4%; Jone®t al.2002: 171; Loney

2007: 198-200). Few scholars have outright questidrow much of an Aegean presence
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was necessary to explain the spread of easterntéeatiean materials within the central
Mediterranean (Harding 1984: 282; Knapp 1990: 132@illis 1995: 62; Blake 2008).
Such an idea of the spread of objects independergamts of exchange from the same
region, however, is considered an extremist viewhigyproponents of Aegean or Cypriot
presence (Militello 2004a: 298).

Other material connections in the central Meditezemn have received significantly
less attention, even though the actual amounttaf idacomparable. There have been
limited attempts to catalogue western Mediterrarmamections (Lo Schiavo 2003;

Santos Velasco 1997; Cultraro 2005). Even when saohections are noted (e.g. similar
bronze forms in Sicily and Spain), they are commaapresented as eastern
Mediterranean innovations that subsequently spnezsd via central Mediterranean
middlemen (Giardino 1995: 323; Rowland 2001: 58hil&/a mobility role for central
Mediterranean communities is certainly refreshthg,fact that such connections are rarely
studied independent of some notion of easternenfte or interest is again indicative of
the emphasis placed on eastern actors. Even commeetithin the central Mediterranean
(e.g. between Malta and Sicily) have been descrésdoking predicated upon the presence

of eastern Mediterranean goods (Tanasi 2008: 81-82)

Aegean-focused studies are not surprisingly the tmet strongly emphasise the
influence of foreigners upon the central Mediteeiam, based on a presumption of the
superiority and dominance of Mycenaean civilisatiBretti Sestieri 1988: 23-24). How
coming from a more complex Aegean society actuadiyefits a limited number of
merchants or craftsmen at some distance from ftosreland is never explained: ‘high’
culture, it is presumed, has the intrinsic abitaynfluence and civilise ‘barbaric’ societies
(Dietler 2005: 56). Such notions inevitably derfk@m ex oriente luxdiffusionist models,
where western societies are taught how to be sédliand urban by those coming from the
Aegean and the Near East, and where all complepvesgjons found in the western and
central Mediterranean (e.g. monumental architectaegallurgy) are interpreted as eastern
introductions (Dyson and Rowland 2007: 54; Voza5t38!3). This is a common theme in
the interpretation of cultural encounters durinigeotperiods of Mediterranean history,
although such a proposition would seem to be ahgdld by the observation that traders
and craftsmen in prehistoric societies were oftelow social status, regardless of the
practical or important functions they served (Magnand Hulin 2005: 271). The ability of
such mobile peoples to influence or instruct hosteties, let alone control them, must

have been severely restricted.
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The proponents of this Aegeanocentric perspectieermre likely to posit the direct,
physical presence of Mycenaean agents in SicilySardinia (e.g. Ferrarese Ceruti 1997a;
De Miro 1999b; Tomasello 2004), largely based @ngtesence of painted pottery and
other luxury items (e.g. amber beads). Bietti 8estl988: 23-24) noted over twenty years
ago, however, how it was scholars working in Italyo tended to stress a Mycenaean
impact in the central Mediterranean, while those wstudied Mycenaean society in Greece
more readily acknowledged the agency of indigemmmulations. In the past thirty years
some scholars have proposed a role for Cypriototdnd agents (Lo Schiaeb al. 1985;
Knapp 1990; Vianello 2005: 7). Imports from Cyprhewever, are usually interpreted as
part of an Aegean trade with the west (Lo Schiewval. 1985: 63), rather than evidence of
direct contact between Cyprus and the central Medihean. This is certainly a more
plausible scenario than the interpretation of Gytpaigents bringing Aegean goods to the
region (Holloway 1981: 87), as the amount of Aegeaports consistently outnumbers the
meagre amount of Cypriot data (Blake 2008: 3). HRéyeexception here is Sardinia (see

below), where Cypriot interaction has largely repld earlier proposals of Aegean contact.

A minor theme in central Mediterranean cultural@ngers, and one that actually
allows for the mobility of central Mediterranearopées, involves the proposed connection
between certain Sea Peoples groups with specdasaaround the Tyrrhenian Sea
(Grosjean 1966: 194-95; Sandars 1985: 198-99; Ruw1®87: 80; Stager 1995: 335;
Zertal 2001). These connections, all based on tpansimilarities, equate thgherden
with Sardinia, thejekker(or Sikeld with Sicily, and, to a lesser extent, fhershawith
Etruria. Despite any broad similarities in theseas, there is very little material basis for
connecting resident eastern Mediterranean peopthghese islands before the
establishment of Phoenician settlements in ther®" centuries BC (Webster 1996: 142-
43), nor is there unambiguous Sicilian or Sardimeterial in the Levant. Furthermore, it
is not readily apparent what materials should teal @ comparanda in the east, as the few
Sherderor Tjekkerartefacts proposed are posited as tentative gei€sabb 1998: 98-

100), or have been assigned in a very arbitrary (8ssrn 2000). Nevertheless, this
connection is still debated today, and the presehcentral Mediterranean peoples in the
Levant proposed (Boileaet al.2010).

In sum, representations of the cultural encountetise central Mediterranean during
the MBA and LBA can be characterised as an incngagualification of the intensity of
eastern Mediterranean presence interpreted (cslomielaves, itinerant individuals,

maritime merchants and prospectors), but withoytamresponding qualification of the
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social impact of such encounters. This regiongkpatcertainly holds true for the island of
Sicily (1.3.2), although in Sardinia (1.3.3) thé&s@nore scepticism regarding the impact of

extra-insular encounters upon social and matehnahge.
1.3.2 Cultural Encounters in Sicily

Contact with the Aegean is more materially evidar@icily than in Sardinia (Vianello
2005: 207, tab. 8), and archaeologists workinghenigland have accordingly stressed
greater involvement for Mycenaean traders, inclgdirprimary role in social development
(Leighton 2005: 261). While there is still not amquarable amount of data such as that
encountered in southern Italy (van Wijngaarden 2@08-206), many scholars continue to
propose an Aegean presence in Sicily (La Rosa 2@ddl) occasionally actual settlement
(De Miro 1999h: 448; Castellana 2002: 123; Kilig9Q: 455-56). The broad pattern of
interpreted Aegean presence, based on the distribot Late Helladic pottery, follows the
same trajectory as the central Mediterranean regjfidarge: a move from colonies to
enclaves to maritime exchanges (Militello 2004&6)28y the end of the LBA in Sicily
(12" — 10" centuries BC, roughly contemporary to Bm®nzo FinalgFBA) period on the
Italian mainland), there is more certain matenadlence for migration to the island, albeit
from Sub-Apennine/Proto-Villanovan Italy rather thfsom the eastern Mediterranean
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 35). This movement hanlassociated with the semi-
legendary Sikel migration, which Bernabo Brea (196%9-50) dated to the f&entury

BC, based on his interpretation of ancient sources.

Accounts of Italian peninsular peoples moving i&toily and the Aeolian Islands
have been heavily shaped by the written accounttaf historians, such as Thucydides,
Diodorus Siculus, Hellanicus, and Philistus, wheal#ded the movements of groups such
as the Ausonians, Sikels, Sikans, Elymians, andgstes (Leighton 1999: 215). Unlike
the relatively unified culture of contemporary Sara (but see Blake 1999 for a
gualification), greater material regionalisatiors lieeen observed in LBA Sicily, and there
have been several attempts to associate partimgamal assemblages to historically
named groups (e.g. Bernabo Brea 1957: 147; La R®89; Tusa 2000a). These corporate
groups are described as having resulted from tigeation of different peoples to discrete
regions of the island, thereby establishing théousr peoples who would be encountered
by later Greek or Phoenician colonists (Bernab@BRr@57: 149; Albanese Procelli 2003b:
23). Such studies and their conclusions have besatisfying, however, and no

association of materials and corporate groups bes hccepted (Leighton 1999: 217),
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based as they are upon a lack of understandirfieaktationship between material
expressions and ‘ethnic’ identity (Albanese Pro@D3b: 18-19).

In terms of broad site distribution patterns, ttaglitional model of Sicilian
settlement stresses a sharp reduction of sitdeiMBA (1450 -1250 BC), reflecting a
process of synoicism: a coalescence of habitatitmproto-urban, mostly coastal
settlements (Holloway 1985: 393). Such a proceti®eis linked to the increase in eastern
Mediterranean objects in Sicily: islanders wereaatid to the coast by the potential to
participate in these extra-insular networks (Tag869: 51-52). Then, in the LBA
(beginning in the middle of the ¥entury BC), there is an abandonment of coagts,si
particularly in the southeast, in favour of morsilyadefensible inland hilltop settlements
(Bernabo Brea 1957: 149). Materially, the transitio the LBA is defined not only by
these settlement shifts, but also by a break itwallcontinuity from the MBA. Changes
include new burial practices and new architectangl shifts in craft production, all of
which are associated with the incursion of new e Sicily from the Italian mainland
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 28; Leighton 2005: 277-T®ese population movements
coincide with a sharp downturn in exchange withehstern Mediterranean (Leighton
1996b: 101). This break in cultural continuity i s evident in the western half of the
island, where many MBA material practices wereinetd (Leighton 2005: 280), perhaps
an indication that any Italian peninsular migrasaacentrated their relocations within the

more proximate east.

As Sicily itself is not rich in metallic ores, foga motivations for contact are related
to either the representation the island as a giastopping point on the route further west
or north, (i.e. to the ore bearing regions in SagjiEtruria, and Spain) (Blake 2008: 6), or
as a supplier of other minerals such as sulphiir,asa alum (Castellana 2000: 167; Blake
2008: 8). In its capacity as a convenient stagiog},dwo sites in Sicily have been labelled
as Aegean or Cypriot emporia — Thapsos and Catmat@lhich acted not only as
gateway communities supplying eastern Mediterrameaterials to their adjacent interiors,
but also ones that enticed other central Meditelaamaritime merchants (e.g. Malta,
Sardinia, or Lipari) via the lure of available eastgoods (Tanasi 2008: 81-82; Blakolmer
2005: 658-59). At times, the local Sicilian voisebarely heard at all, as with Cannatello
(see 3.4.1), where Aegean or Cypriot agents arerides as controlling the flow of goods

both along the coast, as well as to and from ttexior (De Miro 1999a: 79).

Another common theme of culture contact in Sicslyiat communication with

Mycenaean Greece led to more socially complex a@utthical islander communities
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(Leighton 1999: 147; Tusa 1999a: 534). This isipaldrly evident with studies of the
eastern harbour site of Thapsos, which is descalsgatogressing toward a proto-urban
state of social development (Voza 1985: 550). Ssohelars interpret Aegean influence in
everymaterial feature of Thapsos-era communities (BBxstieri 1988: 41-42; Tanasi
2009: 51). This includes: a more complex use o€spadicating centralised planning;
MBA and LBA pottery shapes that appear to be ddrivem eastern, wheelmade pottery
(see below); and rock-cut tombs that have more symical plans, perhaps indicating a
standardised unit of measure. There have alsodigsmpts to equate Aegean contact with
a developing social hierarchy (Alberti 2006), cagplvith the idea that when such contact
ended, there was a retreat to a more egalitarigietgdLeighton 1996b). In only a few
cases has the potential impact of Mycenaean cukaunters been restricted (Blake
2008; Harding 1984), or has complexity and develgpiierarchies been related to extra-
insular contact in general, rather than a spedijiemstern Mediterranean connection
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 104). The associatiooooitact and complexity, and the
material expressions connected with it, is exploretthe first case study of Chapter Three,

involving an examination of the harbour site of pbas (see 3.3).

While there has been much discussion concerningrisgence and significance of
locally made Aegean-looking pottery in both Sardiand southern Italy (Jones 1993;
Jones and Day 1987; Joretsal. 2005), the same cannot be said for Sicily. Thlangely
due to the dearth of petrographic and physico-cbahainalyses of MBA and LBA pottery
on the island. The analysis of a single coarsest@meip jar from Cannatello (Day 1999:
66), and of 10 Aegean-looking sherds from Thapstudinello, and Buscemi (Jones and
Levi 2004), are notable exceptions, and have iteicthat the pottery analysed are indeed
imports. Based on visual inspection, there has Beare inference of possible local
manufacture of Cypriot pots at Thapsos and Sira@ikeerti 2008b: 132), and a LH 1lIC
jug at Pantalica (Leighton 1996a: 115), althougithee has been confirmed yet via
physico-chemical analysis. To date, in fact, thiy éoreign-looking pots in Sicily that
have had local production confirmed by proveniescalysis are a single LH 11I1B
amphora from a tomb in Milena (Jones and Levi 2A04:-72), and a number of Nuragic-
looking sherds at Cannatello (S. Legwers comm). More common are discussions of the
impact of foreign wares on indigenous (handmadé&gpoproduction, with Mycenaean or
Cypriot formal elements noted in Thapsos- and Riaatara pottery (D'Agata 2000;
Tanasi 2005; Alberti 2008b).
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As with the syntheses of the central Mediterrareesaa region, there are significantly
fewer studies of the material connections betweeily&nd the western Mediterranean, or
relationships between Sicily and its more proxineetral Mediterranean neighbours.
While this dearth of investigations into westermwections could be explained
geographically (i.e. in the sense that an islakel 8ardinia is better positioned within the
central Mediterranean to exploit western networits}, also, however, a by-product of the
decidedly eastern focus of most scholars studyutigii@l encounters in Sicily. Often there
is an assumption that a western connection simgiyat exist during the MBA and LBA
in Sicily, but needed to be re-instated in the ke (Leighton 1999: 207; 1996b: 113).
Part of the problem is no doubt the lack of attampaid to the western half of Sicily,
particularly in comparison to the east. More reéewmestigations of western Sicily
(Spatafora 2009; 2001) have started to redressntibiglance, and some tentative
connections with the west proposed (Cultraro 20G8htral Mediterranean connections
have been largely restricted to discussions okal Snigration from peninsular Italian
(Bernabo Brea 1957: 147-48; Albanese Procelli 20@3l, although, at least in terms of
bronze metallurgy, there have been some investiggaiin the past fifteen years that
indicate a prolonged period of shared practiceséen Sicily and the mainland (Giardino
1996; Albanese Procelli 2003a, 1996). More receuligcussions of the connection
between Sicily and Malta have started to appeang3ic2008; Blakolmer 2005: 658-60),
and an analysis of the Maltese pottery discover€thanatello will be published in the
near future (S. Levipers. comn). Cannatello and western Sicily represent therdtbg

case study in Chapter Three (see 3.4).

To summarise, just as with the central Mediterrarmantheses, Sicily has seen
challenges to the early notion of a settled Mycangwesence, although this is still held to
be a valid hypothesis for the east coast of tlend(La Rosa 2004). Also in common with
the central Mediterranean, any proposal of a morigdd physical presence of Mycenaean
agents has not qualified interpretations of thepil impact of contact with the Aegean
upon Sicilian communities. Connections with thetcdrand western Mediterranean are
still in their infancy, and as such are still canjeed within a framework of Mycenaean

exchange networks around the island.

1.3.3 Cultural Encounters in Sardinia

As with Sicily, there have been many interpretagiohculture contact in Sardinia that
posit a direct foreign presence during the LBAhaligh the potential impact of such

encounters has been more cautiously approachedsté/et996: 142). Despite some early
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studies that posited Aegean influences in the dgwveént of the nuraghe (Guido 1963:
109; Lilliu 1967: 39), such ideas have been largi$ynissed on both typological and
chronological grounds (Blake 2001: 146; Gallin 1988). More common is the
characterisation of Sardinia’s role as a suppligropper ore in their interactions with
extra-insular peoples during the MBA and LBA (Lohi&o 1985b; Cline 1994: 79). In
few of these studies, however, is Sardinian mghidnsidered, and there is very little
discussion of Sardinian motives for contact. Giandi (1992: 304) description of
Sardinia’s important role in international exchamgeindicative of the passive role that
typically characterises these islanders: “Sardivaa to play a leading part in this traffic,
both as an indispensable navigational referenaa,pand as a supply source of metallic
minerals.” The idea that Sardinia was exportingkis copper during the LBA is itself an
assumption that has not been proven archaeologid&lkbster 1996: 142), although
Sardinia was certainly using copper and bronzé&d$arwn consumptive needs (Knapp
1990: 141).

Also in concordance with Sicilian investigatiortse ttorporate identity of the foreign
merchants or craftsmen involved is often assuméd, tthe same group producing,
shipping, and exchanging exotica in Sardinia. Wae®Ricilian studies focus on the
presence of Mycenaeans over other contacts, inrfattie role played by Cyprus in the
island’s development of copper and bronze metalltias come to dominate discussions
(Lo Schiavoet al.1985; Gale and Stos-Gale 1987; Knapp 1990; Karghe1995). Only
at Nuraghi Antigori has an Aegean presence beguogea, based on the conspicuous
amount of Late Helladic pottery found there (Fersar Ceruti 1980, 1985). The
community at Antigori also made Aegean-looking eottiocally (Jones and Day 1987), as
well as a grey burnished wamefamica grigio-ardesin which is usually considered to be
an Italian mainland practice (Bettelli 2009). Thtpry consumption patterns at Nuraghe
Antigori represent one of the case studies in Ghdpbur (see 4.3).

Copper oxhide ingots were first found on Sardinid857, but were not identified as
an ‘Aegean’ product until 1904 (Vianello 2005: Zhere has been significant debate
concerning the significance of these ingots, winiatie been found at over thirty sites,
almost always in fragments (Lo Schiavo 2005e). €hegots have also been found in
other parts of the central Mediterranean, like Lip@icily, Corsica, and southern France,
although in significantly fewer amounts (Giardir@2: 306, Fig. 2; Lo Schiavo 2005e:
308). The arguments largely stem from the prover@emalysis of these artefacts, which

have led some to insist upon their Cypriot origirg( Stos-Gale and Gale 1992: 333) The



29

interpretive problem then becomes an issue of whigland with its own copper resources
would need to import more, resulting in the comrfemals to Newcastle’ analogy and
various efforts to explain a seemingly irrationattprn of exchange (e.g. Knapp 1990:
144). This in turn has led to a questioning ofdbeuracy of lead isotope analysis as a
provenience tool (Buddt al. 1995b; Knapp 2000; Pollard 2009). The consumpaion

oxhide ingots in Sardinia represents the other sasty covered in Chapter Four (see 4.4).

While Cypriot control of Sardinian raw materialsairthe metallurgical industry on
the island is rarely proposed, it is typically Ggps who are described as having initiated
contact, and controlled the exchange agenda @$-Stale and Gale 1992: 335; Webster
1996: 140-41). The most explicit reconstructionshef Cypriot — Sardinian relationship
are provided by Fulvia Lo Schiavo (Lo Schiavo 198801; 2005b; Lo Schiavet al.

1985). She has theorised about a direct Cyprictgoree in the form of itinerant smiths in
Sardinia, who provided both metals and technolddicaw-how, although she admits the
archaeological evidence for such presence is lgdkio Schiavo 2001: 139, 141). To get
around this interpretive hurdle, Lo Schiavo (20041-42) restricts these itinerant
metallurgists to regular, but seasonal visits, kinal of LBA cultural exchange, where
Nuragic smiths also travel to Cyprus, and bothigsidre responsible for the presence of
oxhide ingots on Sardinia. While it is refreshingsee Sardinian mobility considered, it
must be acknowledged that the evidence for a Nagagisence in the east is even less than

for the Cypriots in the central Mediterranean.

Unlike in Sicily, there is not nearly as much insige upon extra-insular contact
with the eastern Mediterranean leading to socialmexity in Sardinia, although there has
been debate over whether emic or etic processds tbeé elaboration of Nuragic
complexes (Webster 1996: 108; Rowland 2001: 65¢rds a greater willingness to
explain the development of a distinctive Nuragidemnial culture as a by-product of
Sardinia’s insularity in the MBA (Webster 1996: 1@&tton 1996: 176). Discussions
regarding the specific functioning and organisatbhuragic sites more commonly
involve competing theories of what historical sa@maonstitutes a valid analogy (see 4.1).
In only one of these (Ugas 1992: 225) is contathh Mycenaean palace centres proposed
as an important influence for Nuragic social depeilent. There are certainly not enough
foreign materials on Sardinia to posit sustainednhlised exchange with the eastern
Mediterranean, and there is no apparent distribaticelationship between where exotica
are found, and the development of the most elabaeitlements (Webster 1996: 142).

Thus, there is no straightforward association betwfereign contacts and the development
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of an elite class in LBA Sardinia. While almost/a#gean- and Cypriot-looking pottery on
Sardinia has been found in nuraghi that were etdgbdrbeyond a single tower (Webster
1996: 140), this may reflect a traditional excamatbias in favour of the larger, more

complex sites.

There is more willingness to look west for matkedonnections in LBA Sardinia
than in Sicily, particularly with regards the sptes bronze forms (e.g. Lo Schiavo 2003:
25-28). Giardino (1995: 249-52) has also proposedrmection between Sardinia and the
Iberian Peninsula involving the spread of burnistiedoration on pottery. Within the
central Mediterranean, despite the view that comoation between Sardinia and Sicily
was significant in the LBA (Giardino 1995: 292-98jchaeological evidence for this
connection is still scarce and ambiguous. The alboeetioned discovery of Nuragic
sherds in Cannatello is a recent and importantpiarg particularly if the local
manufacture of some of that pottery can be linkea Sardinian presence on Sicily.
Nuragic pottery has been found on Lipari (Ferra@éseuti 1998), although no
corresponding Ausonian material has been identifigsardinia. Even the proposal made
in this study, of a material connection betweenaghe Antigori and southern Italy
(5.2.1), is based on a similar pattern of pottemysumption, rather than on actual LBA
Sardinian material found on the mainland, or Italdpjects at Antigori. Part of the
problem may be the general ignorance of what Narpgitery looks like on behalf of
central Mediterranean scholars not working on $gadiassemblages, coupled with the
rather generic appearance of many Sardinian pots.eRception to this lack of distinction
is the Nuragic askoid jar, and it is probably tedlithat this conspicuous shape has been
identified in Late Bronze or Early Iron Age (EIAQmtexts in the central and western
Mediterranean (Lo Schiavo 2005d; Fundoni 2009).

In sum, the representation of cultural encounteiSardinia can be characterised as
similar to those for Sicily and the central Meditarean in the common assumption of a
direct foreign presence, and a scholarly biasvodia of eastern Mediterranean contacts.
The impact of these contacts on Sardinian sodnetyever, is not as sweepingly or
dramatically proposed, and no clear connectionbeamade between the presence of
foreign objects, and the rise of social complekityhe island. Now that the broad
interpretive movements in Sicilian and Sardinialiural encounters have been outlined,
the rest of this introduction is devoted to desnglrertain obstacles that exist in the study
of culture contact in Sicily and Sardin/.discussion of the research potentialities thist th

study explores concludes the chapter.
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1.4 Problems and Prospects

Two key obstacles to any analysis of cultural entexs in Sicily and Sardinia during the
Middle and Late Bronze Age are the problematic meatd the archaeological chronologies
in the region, and the partial publication of relevexcavations. Charting social
developments and material change in the centraltefeanean has been hampered by the
imprecision of the region’s chronological framewdkleighton 2000: 33-34), and most of
the proposed absolute dates are based on the seapeeof Late Helladic pottery (Jung
2005: 473). Local sequences of Sardinian or Sritiliigenous pottery are still fairly

loose (Giardino 1995: 293). The publication of anpoehensive monograph on Nuragic
pottery (Campus and Leonelli 2000), has provideauah needed typological
categorisation of Sardinian pottery, but the re@asequences proposed are still very broad,
and the authors (perhaps wisely) do not assignlaiestdates. Absolute chronologies have
even been referred to as “anathema” in Italy, witimy recent LBA excavations published
with only relative dates (Lo Schiavo 2001: 133)mAre robust chronology for Thapsos
facies pottery has appeared recently (Alberti 2@007), and a proposal for the revision
of the later Pantalica sequences (Leighton 200@emaany valid points regarding early
1% millennium BC synchronisms. Still, the absolutgirtzof Nuragic pottery (especially at
the key site of Nuraghe Antigori), and the revisinade to the Thapsos facies chronology
continue to rely upon associations between locaésvand Aegean pottery (Campus and
Leonelli 2000: xv; Alberti 2004: 100-101). The ahge dates for Late Helladic pottery,
however, were created to reflect stratigraphic extstin the Aegean, and will never fit the

central Mediterranean as well as Greece itselfarfgilo 2005: 14).

There has been very little independent radiomelicng on Sicily, with only six
radiocarbon dates for the MBA — EIA period (Leightt999: 272), hindering any
independent verification for the validity of datessed on Late Helladic pottery. What few
dates there are for the MBA, however, seem to agrtétethe traditional mid 18— mid
13" centuries BC range (Leighton 1996c: 7, 9). Thaasion in Sardinia is slightly better,
with several more radiocarbon determinations aktglaalthough they are often discounted
by scholars more comfortable using Aegean pottery guide (Manning 1998: 297).
While their concerns were more typological tharodatogical, it is nevertheless
disappointing that the editors of the monograpiNarmagic pottery did not attempt to
incorporate any radiocarbon determinations asaat leroad dating guidelines, even
though such determinations did exist for some efatsemblages they used in their
classification (e.g. Nuraghe Noeddos, Nuraghe SBatbara — Kra 1998: 8; Campus and
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Leonelli 2000: xiv-xv). As a result, the chronologi framework followed in this
investigation (table 1.1) is both broad and pransi. This should not hinder any
discussions of the impact of culture contact upstemider societies, which is more
concerned with appropriations, local contexts, mwaderial adaptations than specific
chronological problems, although it has led to debaver the occupational sequence at
Thapsos (see 3.3.2). The looseness of absolute idadegreater concern for those
interested in re-constructing historically-specifiovements of people, the definition of
overly-specific trade routes, or the relationsHijoag-distance, directional trade with

social upheavals in the eastern Mediterranean.

Timely publication of excavation data is a longrstimg problem in Sicily (Leighton
1999: 8-9; Vianello 2005: 20), and when publicasi@ventually do appear, they are often
not widely available outside of Italy. The probléparticularly acute for two major sites
discussed in this study, Thapsos and Cannatellerawnly selective publication has
occurred, although the excavations themselves wareluded over twenty-five years ago
in the former case, and over ten in the latter. Kéhesite in Sardinia for discussing eastern
Mediterranean connections, Nuraghe Antigori, wayg partially excavated, although the
principal investigator was able to produce thrediminary reports of specific areas in the
complex, and five more general treatments, befloeedsed. For all three of these sites,
publication has prioritised the presentation ofaitsular objects over local materials,
making quantification analysis problematic. Anotpesblem is that much of the data
relied upon in studies of culture contact in thistends come from very early
investigations. This applies to the bulk of evidefirom eastern Sicily, where % @entury
investigations of mostly tombs (e.g. Orsi 1894) &irm the material foundation for much
of what has been interpreted. It also applies verse finds of oxhide ingots in Sardinia:
even when the artefacts themselves still existathbaeological contexts (if ever known)
are now forgotten (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 317-26).

Selective focus is a common problem in the presientaf appropriate evidence for
these islands. There is too much reliance on fupe@ata in creating models of social
development and external contact in Sicily, andlittle attention paid to the west of the
island. The settlement of Thapsos has been fortedhe role of type-site for the MBA
(D'Agata 2000: 62; Leighton 1996b: 102), despgesihgularity. As van Wijngaarden
(2002: 206) has pointed out, however, Thapsos dhmatl be considered a type-site “for
any region or period.” Constantly referring tostsuch posits “the unique as the typical”
(Harding 1991). The same could be said about taetibluraghe Antigori as a type-site
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for eastern Mediterranean contacts on Sardiniajtargesignation as an international
emporium(Ferrarese Ceruét al. 1987: 37), when its assemblage of approximatety 20
Aegean- and Cypriot-looking sherds represents iy significant amount of imported
pottery for the island during the LBA.

Assumptions regarding shifts in settlement pattéznd to be based on traditional
site distributions, where often the only prehistaites known are chance finds, stumbled
upon while archaeologists were looking for otherugmational periods. Only recently has
survey data begun to enhance our knowledge o&swtit distributions. Coverage of
Sicily is inconsistent, however, lacking decentlexation along the north coast, and more
troublingly, in the southeast, where many Middld &ate Bronze Age tombs are known,
and where contact with the east is typically désttias intensive (Leighton 2005: 264).
Despite these drawbacks, there is preliminary exidehat the traditional distribution
patterns of settlements is inaccurate, with notipele downturn in number of sites in the
MBA as once believed, and with the recognition @frenand more coastal sites dating to
the LBA — EIA (Leighton 2005: 278), confoundingritaworks that stress the
abandonment of coastal sites for defensive req8eraabo Brea 1957: 149; Holloway
1985: 391). It is possible, however, that Thapsdsgperience a break in occupation for
part of the LBA (see 3.3.2).

Another common trend is the conflation of Cyprud #re Aegean as a single
cultural entity, assuming both islands had idehtieativations for contact, and parallel
cultural trajectories (e.g. D'Agata 2000: 77; Vidm@005: 7). In some instances Cyprus is
even referred to as being ‘Aegean’ (Smith 1987:Mi8nello 2005: 18). In this study, such
assumptions of common goals or of ‘Mycenaeanisggriots are avoided. As the
involvement of Cypriots and Aegeans in the cerfatliterranean can be distinguished
both by the time period of principal contact, adhase by specific regions of interest
(Bietti Sestieri 2005), there is no need to combirese regions into a singular
phenomenon of international exchange or prospechme way they are treated in
common, however, is that there is no assumptidheif physical presence in Sicily and
Sardinia, with a distinction made between mobileign agents and mobile imported

materials (see 2.1.1).

Despite the limitations imposed by the data avé&la¢énough is now known about
MBA and LBA extra-insular encounters in Sicily aBdrdinia not only to evaluate current
ideas about culture contact, but also to proposeinerpretations, and inevitably to

provide a more general and inclusive synthesisisdussion of consumption choices made
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by islander societies provides a better picturelod the agents involved in specific

material connections were, and instigates discanssiohe identity implications for local

Figure 1.2: Typical representation of MBA - LBA maritime m  obility. The ship depicted is
derived from a fresco on LBA Thera. (Tusa 2001: 258 , fig. 1.)

communities (e.g. moving beyond the homogenisisgm@agtion of ‘Mycenaeanised’
Sicilians). Previous studies concentrating on trg¢he routes of exchange are typically
displayed as unidirectional lines on a map goiogifeast to west (figure 1.2). These
studies subsequently propose a transformatioriasfder societies because of contact, but
very rarely explain just how such a process actwatirks. Why does contact lead to more
complex, urban settlements, and more entrenchedl $oerarchies? What benefit was
there for a foreign trader or mobile artisan (franywhere) to come to a site like Thapsos
and ‘educate’ local peoples with whom they hadramercial relationship? Why would
local communities want to imitate the architectdeatures of their trade partners,
including culturally sensitive ones (i.e. tombs)davhy would eastern maritime merchants
encourage such a practice? Would it have been ebvipeven apparent to locals that
foreigners coming on ships hailed from a more cexgbciety? What power relationship

is actually envisioned in these exchanges?
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The lack of study of the effects of foreign contapbn social identities (e.g. class,
gender, age, occupation) is disappointing, asistrasmore viable area of research than its
impact on broader corporate identities. Given thate was no island-wide centralised
political authority for either island, it would lifficult to posit sweeping changes in social
structures or group identity. This lack of unificet, however, also confounds any
framework that stresses insularity or isolatiom&®y factor in cultural development,
especially if such insularity is defined as an &gt social strategy” designed to produce a
“distinctive island identity” (Knapp 2008: 19). $iamia, although possessing a fairly
distinct material culture, did not have a closeliural system, and the evidence for
contact, thin as it is, is still widespread enotgindicate that contact was both possible
and desired. In Sicily, insularity is never citeslaacritical feature of MBA or LBA islander
identity (Leighton 1999: 2), although it has be&served that in many instances contact
leads to a greater emphasis of corporate distigiogigs (Barth 1969: 9-10). A closer look
at how extra-insular influences were adopted aratersignificantly, rejected, at Thapsos
demonstrates that emphasising a Sicilian ident@yhdve cultural currency for a

community open to the wider Mediterranean world.

Focusing on the consumption of exotica by nativeytations is an important step in
assessing the impact that foreign contacts hadyirgaven area. For example, from a
consumption perspective, the debate concerningriineenience of copper oxhide ingots
becomes a less pertinent issue: either the ingetsmports themselves, and indicate
contact with Cyprus (or some other intermediaries}hey reflect the desire of Sardinians
themselves to participate in extra-insular excharejeiorks, with their appropriation of
the oxhide shape betraying a knowledge of eastagtipes. In both scenarios (i.e. import
or imitation) contact, either direct or indirect,stipulated, and the impact of such practices
on Sardinian society is a valid area of study. Qifrse, such an indication of the exotic,
either as imported good or imported practice, sthdel the beginning of an investigation

of material connections, not the conclusion (Kn2ppO0: 46-47).

An important step in moving beyond the eastwardisdor cultural encounters in the
central Mediterranean is recognising the full speaotof contacts for this time period.
There is a small but growing corpus of evidencenitworks of interaction between
Sardinia, Sicily, the Italian mainland, the Aeoligtands, Malta, and the Iberian peninsula,
which includes both materials from those otherarginow recognised in island
assemblages, as well as Sardinian and Sicilianriastéound in an ever-increasing scatter
over the wider Mediterranean world (e.g. Lo Schia@05d; Fundoni 2009; Watroes al.
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1998). While some have considered these connedtidns predicated on Mycenaean
seafaring (Giardino 1995: 292) or later Phoeniciatworks (e.g. Bernabo Brea 1957:
156), more and more there is evidence that suctactsnpredate eastern Mediterranean
involvement in the region. An assessment of themt@l mobility of Sicilian and
Sardinian agents also deserves more consider&iioally, recognising material
connections other than those from the eastern Eleditean helps to offset the
preponderance of models that involve (or heavilglijnstationary, passive islanders
receiving the gifts of advanced civilisations, wathly raw materials, or a convenient

geographic reference point, to offer in return (Gilao 1992: 304).

The core of the dissertation involves a criticatramination of the material data in
light of the theoretical positions outlined in CkapTwo. The archaeological evidence is
broken down by island, first examining Sicily (CkexpThree), and then Sardinia (Chapter
Four). This division is appropriate since the leaedl nature of contact on Sicily and
Sardinia differ in terms of the temporal scopenméraction, who was involved and what
their objectives were, and whether direct co-preseapresents a plausible scenario.
Following the presentation of data, the discussiwapter (Five) involves: an analysis of
the actual quantities of imported material involvadloser look at consumptive choices
made by discrete islander communities and theiticagons; an evaluation of the likely
agents of mobility; and a new interpretation of diféering levels of cultural mixings, told
from a hybridisation perspective. The dissertatoncludes with a brief discussion of the
types of discourse that allow for the maintenarfabe Aegeanocentric model of cultural
contact, a more inclusive proposal for the typesrafounters envisioned during this

period, and an outline of where future researchilshibe directed.



2 Theoretical and Methodological Considerations

This chapter outlines the theoretical perspectadespted in this thesis. These perspectives
address the following issues: the location of matémnovation, and the intensity of
contact required to produce change; appropriateswayescribe any material changes that
result from cultural encounters; how the use andipwdation of material culture relates to
issues of identity; the relationship between thalfdeposition of extra-insular objects and
identifying the agents of mobility; and strategié€onnectivity and insularity, as

employed or promoted by islander elites. The chagiacludes with a discussion of the
methodology followed in the light of the positicta&ken, including the creation of a
database of foreign connections, and the use opagative consumption patterns to

illuminate just who is connecting with whom.

2.1 Cultural Encounters

The meetings of differing culture groups, and tfieats that such encounters have on the
parties involved is an issue of immense currerredt in Mediterranean archaeology (e.g.
Harding 1984; Stein 1998; Dietler 1998; van Dommelad Knapp 2010). The following
discussion assesses emic versus etic processearfe; outlines the traditional models
and their shortcomings, proposes a more nuancedagpinfluenced by postcolonial
studies, and considers the potential for islandaility in the spread of extra-insular

materials.
2.1.1 Contact and Material Innovation

[B]ecause it is so common and relatively easyémiify in the archaeological

record, archaeologists...have overemphasized thertemme of interregional

interaction as a primary cause of social evolutipwhange (Stein 2002: 903).
The location of innovation is one of the endurirdpates of culture contact (e.g. Stein
2002; Bietti Sestieri 1988; Doonan 2001; van Domanéd006b), and as this study is
actively concerned with assessing the impact @i¢pr materials, influences, and practices
on islander societies, the question of how to wligtish local cultural developments from
those inspired by contact is crucial. The tradaiomodels tend to see indigenous
communities as fairly static entities when contadbw, and islander originality somewhat
limited (Tusa 1999a: 508). From a consumption pofntiew, however, material changes,
whether inspired by external contacts or not, stiblve the impetus and inspiration of

local agents in their active appropriations andagpns, even in instances of more
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straightforward ‘copying’ of foreign objects. THacal decision making and input is rarely

acknowledged.

The first place to begin an assessment of theitcaf innovation should be to
determine if any contact is evident (i.e. in thegemce of foreign materials). For people
living on a large island like Sicily or Sardiniaarticularly those located at some distance
from the coast, the potential for contact, andptesence of foreign materials themselves,
may be severely restricted. In such a situatiaslitgical to assume that any material
innovations are local developments. It is the alastes of Thapsos, Cannatello, and
Plemmyrion on Sicily, and Antigori on Sardinia, whihave (predictably) produced the
largest assemblages of foreign objects to datehi&sstudy is only looking at sites that
have evidence of foreign materials or foreign ieflues, any places that lack such data are
necessarily excluded from analysis. A consumptiaseld approach only works if there are

materials to consume.

The question remains, therefore, of how much eaaicequired to encourage
material or social practice innovations. It hasrbeeted that the amount of data is not
necessarily a reliable indicator of the possibitifyforeign-inspired changes (Alexander
1998: 487). This works both ways: a small amourfocgign material does not preclude
the potential for externally-inspired changes; @fal(relatively) large amount of data is no
guarantee that any changes resulted from contaweder, information streams may
leave little indication in the material record. Briiechnological innovations may be
possible in the absence of exotic items that remtesuch innovations. Still, a small
amount of data would seem to restrict the kindstfraction possible, and consequently
to limit the potential for foreign influence. It idbeen remarked that there is no real
evidence for eastern Mediterranean settlementditySir Sardinia before thel
millennium BC, which would have limited exposurgdoeign materials, practices, and

technological information.

Given the circumscribed evidence for contact, fraoris involving colonisation are
not possible for the central Mediterranean (Bla@8& 1; Vagnetti 1999: 141), although
other lesser settlements have at times been ptestu(e.g. the ‘community colonies’
mentioned in Chapter One — Smith 1987: 157-58)r& has also been some speculation
regarding the presence of itinerant artisans, aaily potters, smiths, and architects, at
work in the central Mediterranean (Jom¢sl. 2005: 543; Lo Schiavet al. 1985: 63;
Militello 2004a: 326-27). Such interpretive modelsrk best when the introduction of

foreign materials is coupled with the introductamew techniques, especially if such
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technological innovation would be difficult to acguwithout direct tuition. In the case of
the central Mediterranean, the introduction of-faktel pottery to southern ltaly,
rectilinear andholosarchitecture to Sicily, and certain bronze casteahniques to

Sardinia have all at times been credited to theguree of foreign artisans.

It is difficult to gauge just how much of the itmamt artisans model has grown out of
traditional, diffusionisex Oriente luXrameworks, where advanced eastern
Mediterraneans civilise technologically backwardtcal Mediterranean societies. It is
curious how rarely any technological innovations enedited to artisans from other areas,
such as the western Mediterranean, or from furleth in continental Europe (but see
Giardino 1995 for a discussion of western Mediteean influences in metallurgy).

Equally rare are any proposals of central Meditezaam influence on the arts and crafts of
the east. Whether there is any validity to thesitamt artisans model, what is almost always
lacking is motivation for such mobile agents: wtit the central Mediterranean provide
them that they were unable to get back home? Mereqyst how free to roam would
skilled artisans have been (Muhly 2005: 690)? Aaogiroblem is the subjective nature of
the evidence: while certain technological aspeaisle adequately proven through
archaeometric analysis (such as determining isavidneel has been used in pottery
production), other technological traits are simgpdgumed. For example, in what way does
one determine that a rectangular building represd@agean architectural know-how
(Militello 2004a: 314; Tomasello 2004: 213)? Thexya tendency in central Mediterranean
scholarship to use the terms of Aegean prehistgtholos megaron, Anaktoron) or

even later Greek history (symposium, hecatombgjste indigenous evidence the veneer
of eastern origins.

In some instances, the context of exotica consumpman be a limiting factor in its
ability to bring about changes in social practieer example, in Sicily almost all of the
Aegean pottery is found in funerary contexts, whilsouthern Italy the majority are found
in domestic contexts (Harding 1984: 245, 247). fbid contextual discrepancy have
differing effects in the two regions? It could bgwed that the more day-to-day visibility
of such wares in Italy was a contributing factothe local (i.e. south Italian) production of
both imitations, and a hybrid grey ware(amica grigig using a fast wheel, while in
Sicily the relative invisibility of such wares (iombs) meant such pottery was not
imitated, and any formal features borrowed by neval forms were still produced by

traditional techniques. Diffusionist explanations this discrepancy would emphasise the



41

presence or absence of foreign artisans; howenoen, & consumption point of view, the

context of this pottery also plays a role.

Even if we can accept that certain materials, artigps certain individuals, could
have influenced local production, how much did soeterial innovation affect the make-
up or development of islander societies? Certaiterias like Aegean pottery may be
exotic items in Sicily and Sardinia in terms ofitHeequency, but it is by no means
obvious that they would have been considered luitaryis, capable of bestowing status on
their owners or users (Manning and Hulin 2005: 28%ke (2008: 2), in her minimalist
perspective on Mycenaean materials in Italy, pasity small-scale and sporadic contacts
between the Aegean and the central Mediterraneaichwad only “a circumscribed
impact, in limited areas.” Based on the amountatddand the long period of time in
which it accumulated in the central Mediterranearch a minimalist perspective seems
justified. Even in southern Italy, where a muclyércorpus of evidence exists than in
Sicily or Sardinia, there is a reluctance to créatitmuch social impact on the presence of
Aegean materials, or the possible presence ofdmeartisans (Bietti Sestieri 1988: 49).
Still, this study recognises the ability of matéyieo have a generative affect on the social
groups who use them (Blake 1999: 37), and the staskes that follow in Chapters Three
and Four take a closer look at the relationshipzben the consumption of materials and

the identities of the consumers.

Finally, it should be emphasised that any contadtiateraction leading to material
or social innovation did not have to be with foresgs coming from a long distance.
Broodbank (2000: 176-80), in discussing social tigy@ent and the rise of complexity in
the EBA Cyclades, highlights the role of local netks of interaction, and the relationship
between such networks and the development of gdmrgity expression. Local
interaction and social competition could be resfmeador certain social developments in
the central Mediterranean as well. For example,mmomarchitectural features seen
between Sicily, the Aeolian Islands, and Usticadghton 1999: 157; Doonan 2001: 181)
could be one material indicator of the existenceenftral Mediterranean nodes in contact
and competition with one another, producing a comarehitectural response. While
there is an acknowledgement of the presence ofriakitgfluences between certain areas
during the late prehistory of Sicily and Sardirii®gse are often secondary streams of
information, relegated behind contacts with the,easd at times even dependent on
eastern actors (Rowland 2001: 58). There has exen the suggestion that when eastern

goods entered the central Mediterranean, thereaveassation of contacts between local
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communities there, only to resume following a dodpin eastern goods in the lIron Age
(Leighton 1996b: 113; 1999: 207). | would arguewhuwer, that there is a downturn in
interest in local, central Mediterranean netwonkeag present day scholars, who prefer to
discuss the more obvious foreign material incursioinbetter known eastern
Mediterranean societies. When material connectimnsng central Mediterranean groups
are acknowledged at all, they are often forced inigration and invasion frameworks,
based on much later written accounts (Bernabo B#&&: 137; Leighton 1999: 215-16).

Now that some of the interpretive challenges ingdlin assessing the location
material innovations have been outlined, | tura ttiscussion of how interpreting material
changes can be plausibly related to cultural entessinHere, the frameworks of

acculturation and hybridisation are described andrasted.

2.1.2 Acculturation vs Hybridisation

...hybridity does not involve a single process, tHougan sometimes be

discussed in unimaginative abstract terms far fao consideration of the

dynamic dimensions of cultural formation and cotaesn...It involves

processes of interaction that create new sociaesp® which new meanings

are given. These relations enable the articulaifa@xperiences of change in

societies..and they facilitate consequent demands for sa@aktormation

(Young 2003: 78-79).
It may seem unusual for a thesis studying the n@termains of pre-colonial Sicily and
Sardinia to look to post-colonial theory for framaks with which to analyse the material
evidence for cultural encounters between 1450 —-BBD0As post-colonial scholars have
pointed out, however, this perspective is not fiiut re-analysing the archaeology of
colonisation, but also re-assessing the scholatbhips a by-product of the ‘colonisation
of archaeology’ (Dietler 2005). Western coloniapstspectives still dominate the study of
cultural encounters in the central Mediterraneartha preponderance of studies that place
Aegeans and Cypriots front and centre in any arsabfsSardinian or Sicilian archaeology
in the MBA and LBA clearly demonstrates. Those wdauld propose an analysis of the
data from a local, indigenous perspective are azto$giving in to “fashionable angst”
over the colonial exploitations of the past fiveittgies (Boardman 2001: 33). It is only
logical, however, when discussing the developmérglander societies, to begin with the
local perspective before engaging with foreign malg, as it always would have been the
dominant ‘voice’ in MBA — LBA Sicily and Sardini&fapp 2008: 1). This means moving
past the “intentionality of the producer” in scanarwhere material goods cross cultural

boundaries, and instead recognising the “creatofitye consumer” (Howes 1996: 5).
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Culture contact studies often refer to a proceseotilturation to indicate any
material shifts that occur as a result of crossdcal encounters. This term receives broad
usage by scholars working in the central Meditexeanto describe the impact of extra-
insular contact on indigenous assemblages (e.@srad09: 51; Hodos 2006: 15; Lyons
1996: 177). The problems with the term acculturatiave been neatly summarised by
Cusick (1998a) in his historiography of the concéjpie key problem is a lack of
consensus on just what acculturation means. Cuosittiknes four main definitions in
acculturation literature, not all of them compatitthe loss of traditional materials and
practices by (almost always) the subaltern, indigisrpopulation; the adoption (whether
forced or voluntary) of ‘western’ materials andgirees; a value-neutral description of any
changes that occur as a result of culture contéact;a (presumably voluntary) acceptance
of outside influences, while still maintaining tb@me basic value system and lifestyle by
the indigenous party (Cusick 1998a: 128).

It is apparent, then, that while acculturation ddog used in a more balanced, value-
neutral way, in practice it tends to put the créalitinspiration and innovation with foreign
parties and foreign goods. The local communitieshich such goods or influences are
found become little more than passive receptomaceng their own inferior materials for
more advanced goods as the inevitable result adaco(Dietler 2005: 56)f truly value
neutral, acculturation should credit the cultu@ttibutions of either party as relevant,
and thus be seen as a dynamic process, whereriofladave the potential to flow both
ways. In most cases, however, it is describedfaslg unidirectional process and “is used
as a model to highlight the processes by whictpteeexisting cultures adopted and

adapted the material and social cultures of theidarsettlers” (Hodos 2006: 15).

Cusick (1998a: 135) also points out that much efthieoretical landscape for
acculturation was created within a framework offteéoed policies for social change,”
where cultural anthropologists were given a speeifenda by governmental
administrators. Instead of objective questions saagchvhat happens in this specific
culture-contact situation,” anthropologists pursueate directed research, designed to
answer questions like, ‘how can we get this grauadcept a more western lifestyle?’
While archaeology, particularly prehistoric archiagy, may seem immune to such
concerns because it investigates past societiegrdblem arises when archaeologists
employ these acculturative frameworks without beingre of how they were formed (e.g.
in ‘social laboratories’ such as2@entury AD Japanese internment camps). Thus, the

“unreflective citation” of dubious cultural anthmpgical research (Cusick 1998a: 135)
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provides the doorway through which such biasedlactioip dictates a material analysis of
the past. As a result, a vague concept of acctilemausually in its Classical and Near
Eastern archaeology guise of Romanisation, Hebiois, Orientalisation,
Mycenaeanisation (Tanasi 2009: 51), or even Lexatitin (Stone 1995), is employed
frequently and uncritically by scholars workingtire central Mediterranean. Since these
concepts sound like neutral processes, it becoamste overlook the clear sympathy felt
for the presumed superior foreign parties, andrtipgession that any influence exerted by
them (even in instances of violence) was inevitddageficial to the backward native
(Boardman 1980: 198). Acculturation, thereforeijvaty encourages a unidirectional

interpretation of culture change.

Not only do acculturation frameworks lead to assumoms such as the active part
played by the foreign party, and the passive, f@eepole by the indigenous host, they
also allow for a simplistic dualist paradigm of thdture contact situation, where there is
only the ‘local’ and ‘foreigner’ (Stein 2005: 25-26n colonial situations this becomes
simply the colonised and coloniser (van Dommele®8120-22). For this pre-colonial
period, it reduces the situation to a culturallyrtegenous foreign merchant and a
homogenous host. Such reified concepts of culiemd to describe material trait lists
coming into contact like “billiard balls” (Cusiclko®8a: 131), and subsequently changing
the direction of both. This neatly avoids any d#&stan of agency, particularly on the part
of the host population (usually the stationary I'hahnd creates a scenario that infers the
inevitable process of a higher, advanced civilsagducating and changing an inferior,
barbaric host. As Stein (2002: 906) points out, ésv, interregional encounters were
never “bipolar confrontations,” but rather involvadultiple groups” with pluralistic
social identities, many of which could shape thiéucal encounter. For example, not only
did MBA and LBA maritime exchanges involve peoplghwdiffering corporate statuses
interacting (e.g. Aegeans with Sicilians), but aften differing class memberships (e.g.
merchant-class traders with elite-class local aemtmore broadly, mobile merchants
with “a wholesociety” (Curtin 1984: 5, emphasis original) mageofi multiple social

identities, and differing agendas.

This simplified view of mobile and stationary auts leads to the final problem
with acculturation: its essentialist equation oftenial culture with ethnic identity. In the
central Mediterranean at the end of th&raillennium, for example, there is an assumption
that all Sardinians recognised and acknowledgétheed identity, as indicated by the

widespread Nuragic material culture. This can |éadyever, to the supposition of a
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common, shared response to cultural encounteratdiegs of class, faction, gender, or
location (e.g. living on the coast vs. living intgdiving in a simple nuraghe vs. living in a
multi-towered one). While labels such as Sicili@ardinian, Aegean, and Cypriot are used
throughout the present study to refer to certaitends or traits, it should be stressed that
such broad corporate distinctions are not intenidexnvey ethnic identities, static
situations, or presumptions of socio-political ynihstead, they are used as broad
geographic markers to indicate regions of possibteectivity, often only in an indirect
manner. For this reason, the traditional ethnongfhi&cily — Sikel, Sikan, Elymian,
Ausonian, and Morgetes — are not employed, as thare reliable way to associate
differing regional assemblages with these namelsgidése Procelli 2003b: 18). As such
terms are provided by later authors who are noh#sdves members of these groups, it is
not clear if they reflect self-ascriptions (argyathle most important feature of an ethnic
label — Emberling 1997: 302), or merely corpordeniities of convenience provided by
external groups. The term Nuragic is employed, haneo describe broadly the native
material culture of Sardinia, as this term is wydatknowledged as a modern label of
convenience, and is not related to a particulamietiroup, although widespread material
similarities and practices in Middle and Late Bremye Sardinia might indicate that a
Nuragic identity was being (at least retroactivelggated (Blake 1999: 46-47).

To address the problems with the concept of ac@atlan, this study proposes a
hybridisation framework. Knapp (2008: 57) recogsisgo contact situations where
hybridisation has been used to analyse materitireulcolonial situations (of any time
period), and studies involving the modern globailisaof commaodities. In the former
situation, hybridisation is defined as “the soaméractions and negotiations that take
place between colonists and the colonized” (Kna@@B8257), and as such involves more
than just material hybridity, but the mixings oéalogies, practices, and even populations.
Such mixings are an inherent feature of co-preseamthe objects that are produced by
these combinations are typically obvious featufab® material record (van Dommelen
2006a: 118). These hybrid products are often caltedlised objects, a term borrowed
from linguistics (Stein 2005: 28). For the presestrictly material — study, hybridisation
is the preferred term, as it has found wider cuayen recent texts (van Dommelen 2005;
Tronchetti and van Dommelen 2005; Papasteragid@dl§;XKnapp 2008: 57-58; Russell
2009).

From the period of prolonged co-habitation thaguggested by the establishment of

colonies, a third space is created, born out a$taasce to wholesale colonial assimilation
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and the ambivalence created by hybridity (van Dotem2006b: 137, following Bhabba
1994), or what Young (2003: 79) in the introductgopotation refers to as the “new social
spaces to which new meanings are given.” Hybrigisatherefore, has the advantage over
acculturation in that it actually recognises thditgiof the colonised to contribute to the
creation of new social forms, even in contact situnes where the power relationship often
favours the colonists. Scholars dealing with caltencounters have correctly pointed out
that while interactions themselves are often stimect (e.g. in trade relations,
colonisations, or periods of migration) becausthefimpact of human agency, the actual
outcomes of such structured contacts are not pradated (Cusick 1998b: 6; Alexander
1998: 477). The mixings and reconfigurations désdiin a hybridisation approach are
not described as either the imposition of a supeutiure on an inferior one, or the
passive acceptance of outside forms by local pes@sehe inevitable result of contact with
more ‘complex’ societies (Alexander 1998: 486).tAs recipient societies are given an
active agency in their conscious acceptance octiejeof foreign influence, there is no
need to assume any natural predisposition to atppew materials or ideas (Stein 2002:
905).

While the present study does not involve colon$éedes, many of the same
cultural mixings could have occurred, even in aviremment where the foreign and
indigenous parties interacted less frequently,amd more level footing (Militello 2005:
594). The connectivity seen in the central Mediteean in the last half of thé%2
millennium may have laid the foundation fct millennium colonial movements of the
Phoenicians and Greeks, but there is no evidenegeasf significant migration to either
Sicily or Sardinia from the eastern Mediterraneafote the & century BC. For that
reason, the material hybridity interpreted in theecstudies provided is more a reflection
of Knapp’s second contact situation: the globalgabf certain material forms (and
perhaps practices associated with such objectd)thair effects on islander communities.
In such an environment, where the power relatigngheither equal or favours the local
hosts, the decision of what to accept or rejed,l@w to incorporate such materials or

influences, is solidly in the hands of the ‘recesve

A second advantage that a hybridisation framewaskdver acculturation is the
recognition that foreign objects, or the hybridesttg that result from them, when
incorporated into a new social setting, will notessarily have the same cultural
connotations for the consumers as they did foeeitine producers, or the agents of

mobility (Dietler 1998: 299). Such objects may &t represent a negotiation within the
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indigenous society: a qualified acceptance of agertaterial changes when they have been
naturalised in such a way as to be digestible wighpotentially conservative context. In
this light, such material influences are not so Impassive acceptances, but active
appropriations, and hybridity is not merely theputtof contact, but a dynamic process of
hybridisation “through which new identities are atgted” (Stein 2005: 28; van

Dommelen 2005: 116-18). Even in instances whesppears that new materials are being
used in a very similar way to the donor group @ases of emulation), it is a mistake to see
such repeated practices as necessarily instandese@n domination in the political or

economic spheres (Stein 2002: 907).

One example of a globalised object accepted angtedianto a new social setting
will help to illustrate this process of recontexisa@tion in action. In Macdougall’s (2003)
study of the introduction of American Barbie ddbisthe Yucatan peninsula, she notes how
these objects are more-or-less empty vesselspsttipf the independent, career woman
associations intended for Canadian or Americanwoess. Often they are sold without
clothing, the main feature that gives such doksrtidentity (Macdougall 2003: 273).
After purchase, they are dressed in traditionalataic garb, reflecting the important
identities and practices of young Mexican girlgisas participation in thguince ands
festival, a local rite of passage for fifteen-yeéds on their birthday (Macdougall 2003:
268-69). In such a context, Barbie dolls represenhbnly a new aesthetic, one that is more
palatable to the Yucatan community, but also aptathlocal practice, thguince ands
where the doll is displayed on top of the birthdaye, often matching the outfit of the
birthday girl herself. Not only is the local pragisomewhat altered by the presence of the
foreign object, the object itself has been altdoegkflect a more appropriate local identity
— naked Barbie stripped of her career woman adsmesa and clothed as a more family-

oriented Mexican woman.

The use of a hybridisation interpretation to expllie reconfigurations and
consumptive choices of host societies in instan€gdobalisation are, as Knapp (2008:
57) pointed out, largely used to describe occurentéhe modern world, such as the use
of Barbie dolls in Mexico. The concepts engendénesiich an approach, however, are just
as valid in describing globalised material formshia Bronze Age, such as the spread of
Late Helladic painted pottery, copper oxhide ingotsAtlantic bronzes, and their
reception into islander societies in the centratiMaranean. In fact, in this era of pre-
mass communications and mass transit, such ‘gkdsilmaterials would often arrive in

specific contexts having passed through severaldydherefore, the re-contextualisation
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of these objects must surely have been the nornmaitthe exception (van Wijngaarden
2002: 28). This study recognises, however, thatpnehistoric context the term
globalisation may be somewhat misleading, andHisrrieason the process describing
instances of the spread of popular materials is@¢@n object diaspora (Knapp and van
Dommelen 2010: 7). This has the benefit of notsimsg upon a misplaced global
perspective, as well as actively promoting the s of objects from their presumed or

symbolic place of origin.

A third advantage of hybridisation over accultuwatinvolves the more judicious use
of a diachronic perspective. Acculturation-basealyses often describe a set of static
motives for foreign parties, and static receptiondehalf of the indigenous societies, even
when the connections play out over a prolongedgeof time. The study of
archaeological data should be tailor-made for aiadylonger term changes in
connectivity, yet contact situations are still oftéescribed as the spread of foreign
interests into virgin territory, such as the Myceaa ‘penetration’ of Sicily (Tanasi 2009),
or a persistent Mycenaean or Cypriot interest quamg Sardinian copper (Ferrarese
Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 170-71). There is lith@cern paid to any local motivations in
promoting or maintaining contacts, or to the existeof indigenous exchange networks
(Dietler 1998: 294). This not only ignores locabgps, who are often assumed to have
been unchanged for centuries (van Dommelen 20(#R); but also homogenises the
foreign party, whose motivations for contact renstatic during the entire period of the
cultural encounter. Such acculturative approackestne “teleologically reductionist”
(Dietler 1998: 288) in their assumption that thefiresults of contact were the original
motivations as well, or that any imbalanced povetaitronships existed from the outset of
contact.

As hybridisation deals with context-specific mixingnd is inherently interested in
the responses to contact by both parties, it isleal perspective for assessing changing
contact situations over time (e.g. different foreigctors’ involved, changing local tastes),
as well as comparing different regional patternsarsftact synchronously. Just as there
should be no assumption of static motives for attrdaer time, there should be no
assumption of static responses to contact, espetial region as diverse as the central
Mediterranean. Local communities are very muchniotion” at the moment of contact
(Dietler 1998: 289), and prolonged encounters stratch across several decades may find

local situations significantly altered during dié@t moments of connectivity. It is only
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when approaching contact from the foreign, outspient of view that the illusion of static

local societies is maintained.

2.1.3 Consumption as a Tool of Social Identity Foration

If, as we would argue, the proper focus of tradsoissumption, then it is

necessary to form an idea of the role of importséigenous systems, a role

dependent on the degree of familiarity of a prodantl social constructs of

alien/exotic (Manning and Hulin 2005: 280).
As anthropologists have often pointed out (BartG&t®Douglas and Isherwood 1978: 5;
Howes 1996: 1-2; Curtin 1984: 59-60) our use ofemat culture conveys information to
those we interact with about who we are. In otherds, the consumption choices we
make affect our identities, both how we displayselwves, and how others react to us. The
goods we use, eat, or wear represent a set of ng=ara ‘code’ of information read by
those with whom we come in contact (Douglas andrisbod 1978: 5). These sets of
meanings, however, are culturally-specific, and magnay not transfer to other cultures
when the goods themselves are distributed outdittee original arena of associations.
As Howes (1996: 2) explains, “when goods cross émrdhen the culture they
‘substantiate’ is no longer the culture in whicbytttirculate.” In instances of cross-
cultural consumption, therefore, the meanings assigo these goods must be understood
from the perspective of the consuming society.dfdhropologists studying the effects of
the globalisation of materials around the worldks thvolves asking questions and
observing the behaviour of living societies, susiMacdougall’s investigation of the
consumption of Barbie dolls in Mexico. In this sguavhere the material remains of extinct
societies are under investigation, the means efsagyy the reconstruction of meanings in
cross-cultural exchanges are obviously less stifaigtrard. It is necessary to rely on clues
provided by context, as well as what is known altbatstructure and ideology of the
consuming societies prior to the adoption of nevwemals, in order to interpret “the logic
by which goods areeceived(acquired, understood and employed) in differecteties”

(Howes 1996: 2, emphasis original).

As stated above, one advantage of looking at @llencounters from a local
perspective is the ability to analyse contact sibna from a consumption-based point of
view, assessing the way foreign materials are rated with local ideologies and
traditions, and how such integrations can leadytwitl materials and practices. What still
needs to be emphasised is the role of consumgtimhthe choices entailed within it, that

can lead to the development of new social idestitie other words, it is necessary to go
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beyond hybridisation as a descriptive tool of treenal outputs in cultural encounters,
and recognise the deeper implications that suchbowtions have on the make-up of

societies.

Consumption is often regarded as “the ending pafimaterial culture” (Miller
2006: 342; Curtin 1984: 21-22), perhaps becauds aksociation with ingesting
substances. Even in culture contact situationsigtbeption of foreign materials by local
communities is often described as if it were the efnthe process of connectivity. This
may have some validity for scholars only interesteexamining exchange networks and
the spread of some particular object. From a copsiom point-of-view, however, the
reception of foreign materials, technologies, atehs into new settings represents the
beginning of processes of appropriation, hybridisatand identity formation. Manning
and Hulin (2005: 271) point out that while much iggye(and money) has been spent by
archaeologists to obtain data related to the priener of imported objects, such
information may be of little relevance to a so@athaeological approach because they
only focus on production and distribution, and igntocal systems of value. As re-
contextualisation and hybridisation have been wetliabove, | turn now to the connection

between consumption choices and identity formation.

In what follows, the term social identity refersthmse vectors of personal identity
that occumwithin a given society, such as class (rich vs poortipally powerful vs
disenfranchised), gender division (masculine vsifigme spheres of action or appearance),
or age group (e.g. when an individual is considareadult). Corporate identity, by
contrast, refers to the distinctiobstweerdifferent societies, i.e. the identity shared by
every member of a given society, which cross-catadadentity vectors. Often corporate
identities (and the archaeological complexes tkéihd them) are simply equated to ethnic
identity, although there is little agreement whihéity means in a prehistoric context, or
how such ethnic groups were created (Jones 1997FwBhermore, interpreting ethnic
identities with archaeological data is extremeRiclilt, given its fluidity and situational
nature, and because in any given society onlyexssét of materials are used to promote
such an identity (Knapp 2008: 63). The problem witulturative frameworks like
Mycenaeanisation, as outlined above, is that tssymae inevitable changes on the macro-
scale of corporate identities, rather than engagpeécific encounters, and the potential for

contact to influence more restricted social ide&git

When a community decides to adopt influences beyboeid local experience, there

are many choices available to them. To begin wvstthe material, practice, or idea
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acceptable ‘as is,” or does it need to be adaptedtoralised in some way to be suitable
and satisfactory to local needs? This can of coees to hybridised materials and
practices as outlined above, and radically newaasons than those of the source of
influence, re-contextualisations such as thossetitited with the consumption of Barbie
dolls in Mexico. A basic question to be asked oéfgn materials may be: for what sphere
of activity is such an object suitable? For examateobject intended for everyday
activities by its producer society could, at aaltiste, be imbued with exotic connotations
that render such mundane usage inappropriatecnasituation there may be a

restriction of access to the exotic item, or it lheyused in more specialised contexts.

Although the present study does not involve colatiis or significant co-habitation,
there is still the potential for the consumptiorfarign materials to affect social
identities, if not generally corporate ones. Witilmay be easy to envision a colonial
situation where intermarriage produces a populétianis neither colonial nor indigenous
(i.e. a biological third space), and thus eventereaw corporate definitions, cultural
encounters do not need to be so intensive to astesial identities. In fact, material
appropriations could very well serve as mechani@mmaintaining corporate
distinctiveness — a way to preserve differenceb wtiher societies even while accepting
cultural input from them. Foreign materials or islege naturalised to fit within the
corporate body, inventing new traditions (Hobsba¥883), while at the same time
corrupting the various social identities that makethe corporate whole. For example, a
restricted exotic item has the potential to helpedi®p, maintain, or redefine class
relationships, with elites defining their statustbg privileged consumption of such
materials. Such an object, however, may be promasgeallegitimate part of local cultural
norms through its physical adaptation (i.e. a niatésbrid), or its radical re-association
with local traditional practices. Thus the new abjeecomes traditional, and, although it
may change the definition of acceptable elite behay it actually asserts the cultural

distinctiveness of the group as a whole.

Consumption is not a catch-all process, even witiinsame cultural encounter, and
any analysis of the choices made within certaemidlcommunities needs to assess the
relevant contextual information in order to teasetbe specifics of consumer behaviour.
This involves such issues as who is included olueted from consumption (and the
identity implications therein), differing consumyicontexts for the same materials within
the same settlement, or any differing contextsoofsamption over time (e.g. practices that

become ultimately less foreign with an increaseuitural encounters). Another important
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caveat for this study is that different contaaiaitons will entail different consumptive
needs or desires. For example, the highly strdtilaragic settlements of Sardinia may
have had markedly different aims in acquiring exdggms than the (relatively) egalitarian
coastal communities on Sicily. Furthermore, thogeracting directly with foreign peoples
on “the beach” (Dietler 1998: 297-98), where cudtutifferences must be dealt with as a
social reality (Manning and Hulin 2005: 281), maydnmeshed in appropriations and
rejections of a more intensive nature, as oppaséatal groups that receive foreign
materials via secondary local networks. For thatterl societies, such exotica may be
received as already naturalised (and re-contese@limaterials, in that they have already
been appropriated by others who fall within a stgce similar) cultural milieu, perhaps

even a self-recognised, shared corporate body.

2.1.4 Trade and ‘Geographies of Mobility’

While it was mentioned above that cultural encotstend to be structured, if not
deterministic, the specific structures involvedidgithe last half of the"2 millennium BC

in the central Mediterranean still need to be assitdn other words, knowing what form
contacts took (e.g. migration, colonisation, exgggrwarfare), and how such scenarios
affected the consumption of foreign materials,ital\to understanding any developments
that occurred as a result. Certain types of intemaénvolving the large scale movement of
peoples (i.e. migrations, the establishment ofrwels) have been almost universally
rejected for the central Mediterranean for thisetiperiod — we simply do not have the
quantity nor variety of data to support such hype#s (Smith 1987: 158-59). At most, the
existence of certain classes of people, such asimn&merchants or itinerant artisans, can
be said to represent the maximum extent of forprgisence in otherwise local
communities (Dyson and Rowland 2007: 100; Jariesd. 2005; Jones and Vagnetti 1991).
There are no foreign colonies, nor even foreignaams within indigenous settlements,

detectable in the archaeological record (Blake 2QD8

When it comes to the presence of exotica on Saily Sardinia between 1450 — 900
BC, there are few archaeologically testable ceitnOne might be the identification of
such objects as extra-insular items, which cansberéained by an analysis of both the raw
materials used, as well as the technologies of faature. When these features stand
distinct from local materials and practices, one say with some confidence that the
objects under question are indeed imports. As wealaaling with islands, another

certainty is that these objects had to be acquiledharitime routes; that is, ships were
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involved. When it comes to assessing the speajents of mobility, however, or the
specific form the transactions that provided theggorts took, there is no archaeological
certainty, and consequently little consensus antargsaeologists (Manning and Hulin
2005: 282). It is argued here that the importsuaesgion were transported by independent
middlemen traders, of ambiguous geographic or gatpadentity (Gillis 1995: 62-65),
and that, most often, transactions took the forroomhmercially motivated exchange. For
the former assumption, it is possible to draw dmegiraphic analogies concerning the
identities involved in extra-regional exchangewad as the cargo of the few known LBA
shipwrecks, whose heterogeneous cargoes defyighttomward correspondence to any
specific geographic or cultural source (Pulak 19898). The latter assumption of trade
transactions is more difficult to assess, partidyla the absence of supporting texts, and
other types of non-commercial exchange (e.g. gifhg, diplomatic transactions, booty)
cannot be dismissed as alternative methods oflalison, even if trade is assumed to be
the most common form of transaction. These varfangs themselves can overlap, such
as a diplomatic exchange that has a commerciavmatiits base (Manning and Hulin
2005: 274), and the nature of the encounter maggehaver time, as the relationship

between the islander communities and the agerggabfange develops.

Trade, like acculturation, is a conspicuously vatpren. One archaeological
definition — “the procurement of materials fromiatdnce, by whatever mechanism”
(Renfrew 1977: 72) — may conveniently describetalforeign materials under discussion
in this study, but like acculturation it also masks variety of forms that such encounters
can take. Still, the word procurement does offsefse of local agency in the process, so
trade will suffice as a convenient starting poBuch commercial exchanges can vary in
the intentions of the mobile party, which lie alagontinuum of directed versus non-
directed contact (Alexander 1998: 482) — that isetluer or not they seek to control the
local population economically or politically. Fuethmore, such structured contacts will fall
along a spectrum of antagonistic to consensudtatitional frameworks, heavily
influenced by more modern colonial processes, iteetibn lines of exchange go
decidedly from an eastern Mediterranean ‘core’ temtral Mediterranean ‘periphery.’
(e.g. Bietti Sestieri 2005: 13, fig. 3). This hash partially justified by the scarcity of
recognisable central Mediterranean goods foundendegean and other eastern regions.
The problem with such unidirectional representajdrowever, is that they do not make
sense within the context of exchanges. For anggadediterranean goods found in
central Mediterranean places something must haee bechanged in return, otherwise the

lines on the maps would indicate that eastern Medihean goods were dropped off, and
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empty ships returned home. In addition, such lgies the impression of the direct

involvement of traders from the east at every @amiint of entry in Sicily and Sardinia.

The lack of central Mediterranean exports in th& eaoften resolved by the
assumption that whatever was exchanged did no¢ laa\archaeological signature:
perishable consumables (e.g. grain, alum, murelis¥heaw materials that would have
been transformed into eastern-looking finished gpod even slaves. These hidden data
have been extrapolated in the eastern Mediterranéhrithe help of textual evidence
(Knapp 1991; Gillis 1995: 68). While there is naoitniwrong with this assumption
logically, it leaves little room for discussionam archaeologically-based study, and there
are no supporting texts to look for complementasigi@nce in the central Mediterranean.
By looking at other patterns of mobility and metead exchange in the MBA and LBA,
however, the invisibility of central Mediterranegnods can be contextualised further, and
the need for Sardinian or Sicilian goods to be ivet in long-distance trade somewhat

ameliorated.

The distribution of eastern Mediterranean goods mdigate that eastern-based
ships only visited a handful of ports in the ceniladiterranean (Knapp 1990: 143;
Harding 1984: 258). Such ships were not likely & paany palace-sponsored trading
ventures, but rather involved more-or-less indepanhéntrepreneurs with more flexible
agendas (Militello 2005). From a few coastal erdtepa secondary network of tramping
vessels (i.e. smaller boats that travel along d@sts, stopping at almost all ports of call —
Braudel 1972: 104, 107) could have distributed iegptlong with local and regional
material, in and around the central Mediterranétarding 1984: 256). Secondary lines of
exchange would also have existed on land, distrigigoods from the coast to the interior.
This secondary exchange system does not precledeosibility of archaeologically
invisible material being exchanged at the entregiittat the same time it qualifies the
need for the significant presence of central Meriteean goods in the east. It does this by
eliminating the need to interpret an eastern shgvary coastal site where Aegean or
Cypriot materials have been found (cf. Gillis 1963). Instead, if we assume that many of
the actual transactions involving foreign objeceyevbetween communities native to the
central Mediterranean, where one of the partiephagously acquired such materials
from one of the few entrepdts, then archaeologica# would only need to see, for

example, Sicilian or Sardinian goods circulatingf the central Mediterranean.

Secondary networks of middlemen traders also lee§xplain both the distributive

drop-off seen between coast and interior, as veetha lesser amount of eastern material
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found the farther west we look. If eastern Med#agan maritime agents were personally
involved throughout the central Mediterranean, wehmexpect to see conspicuous
amounts of eastern goods sprouting up in unusaakeplmore often than we do. As it is,
the distribution pattern that we can see on theskmurrent archaeological evidence
tends to support a steady decline in eastern gamtise distance increases. For example,
southern Italy has more Aegean pottery than eaSterty, which has more than southern
and western Sicily, which has more than Sardiiati@ori is a notable exception to this
trend, and as such, represents one of the casestndhapter Four). This simplistic
distribution pattern ignores the chronological comgnt (e.g. more western areas like
southern Sicily and Sardinia do become more heawlglved in the acquisition of
Aegean pottery from the T&entury BC), although southern Italy, the mostmate
region to the eastern Mediterranean, has prodineechbst evidence in every phase under
consideration. Therefore, it is certainly possibiat at key ports in southern Italy ships
were present that had actually visited Aegean parntd had brought Aegean goods
directly to the central Mediterranean. How mucls tonstitutes an Aegean presence in
Italy is a debatable point. The mixed nature ofdhryo seen in LBA wrecks may also
represent a mixed crew (Gillis 1995: 69-70).

Distance is also socially constructed, and if aaas perceived to be more strategic
in terms of what it can offer, or with whom it isrmected, this can compensate for the
greater expenditure needed to interact with it.&s@mple, Malta is much closer to the
Aegean than Sardinia is, but the latter has pratiomeéch more Aegean and eastern
Mediterranean imports. This could result from tlesice for Sardinian natural resources,
such as copper ores, or the fact that it was iratin exchange networks that connected it
to areas farther west, such as the Iberian perirgswd Atlantic coast. Malta, on the other
hand, seems to have interacted primarily with ng&ibily, and is not known as an
archipelago rich in raw resources. There wouldietfuee, be little incentive for eastern
agents to interact directly with the communitiesvizlta, or for secondary networks (aside

from those based in Malta), to go farther thanlsgici

It remains uncertain how Aegean and other easteitsfranean goods found their
way to the central Mediterranean (Blake 2008: 3)etler their presence should be
considered as a by-product of direct contact wotkeifjners (Alberti 2005: 343), or with
other middlemen traders, and just what sort of @@ identity — if any — should be
assigned to such mobile agents. This study adveeat@ctive distinction between foreign

goods and foreign peoples: the presence of exetitsi in isolation, even ones with certain
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provenience, tells us nothing about the specifenégof mobility. As Gillis (1995: 63)
stated: “The idea of direct contact between thenttglof origin of an object and its
findspot is often implicit...Must there have beermamection?” Terms like ‘Mycenaean,’
used to indicate a self-aware, coherent, corpagratep, tend to disguise the multiplicity of
groups, individuals, and motivations inherent inltirecalar systems of interregional
exchange. If the presence of such groups is itel€ertain, then any frameworks that
promote a process of Mycenaeanisation in Sicilgandinia are based solidly on
subjective assumptions. Even if the presence aéeapeoples (of any label) was certain,
(and it would be equally misguided to posit thathtsagents were always absent), stressing
the influence of such presence based solely oaxistence of foreign ‘things’ ignores
everything that happened to that object in its ivdeg society between the time such
exchanges were complete and the moment of thet&bjeal deposition. Any foreign
influence felt by that time would have had to linggng after any physical foreign
presence. As van Wijngaarden (2002: 27) astutedgoted, the deposition of most
archaeological material does not often reflect@wghange context, but rather “patterns of

use and discard by consumers.”

The mobility potential of Sicilian and Sardiniarcssies themselves needs to be
considered. The attitude that these islanders s@reewhat ‘thalassophobic’ has had an
impact on the interpretation of extra-insular coh{&eighton 1999: 208; Dyson and
Rowland 2007: 100). Is there any evidence, howefat,might suggest the maritime
capabilities of these islander societies has besrewhat underestimated? Even if they
were not conducting long sea voyages themselvesyHih we lack sufficient Sicilian or
Sardinian materials outside of the central Meditieean, is there any room to speak of
their maritime movements within the region? Thererseo MBA or LBA wrecks in the
central Mediterranean to provide direct evideneeaf&icilian or Sardinian maritime
technology, or existing networks. This lack is thltoughout the Mediterranean, however,
and even when such ships are found (i.e. the Uluband Cape Gelidonya wrecks off the
southern coast of Anatolia) there is great debateerning the ‘ethnicity’ of the ship, its
crew, and its cargo (Blake 2008: 3). Even if a singzk was found off the coast of Sicily
or Sardinia, it might immediately be identifiedaseastern Mediterranean ship, because

of the reluctance in current scholarship to ackeaolgk islander mobility

There is, however, indirect evidence that thesadd were active in seaborne
communication in the central Mediterranean, andidesh for centuries before the Middle

or Late Bronze Age. There is evidence for the esphgad of Sardinian obsidian (from its
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source of Monte Arci) to several other parts of¢katral Mediterranean, including
Corsica, Ebla, northern Italy (Dyson and Rowlan@2®6), and by the Middle Neolithic,
southern France (Tykot 1999: 73). This raw matewalld only have been transported by
boat, likely by sailors from Sardinia or Corsicao a much later period, we have the
evidence of boat representations, cast in bromasy both Nuragic and Etruscan contexts.
The chronology of these bronzes is disputed, withesfavouring a*imillennium BC

Iron Age date, while others would place them inltB& (Lo Schiavo 2000: 143-44). Of
particular interest is the representation of a rmastome of the boats, indicating a
familiarity with sailing vessels on behalf of thar8inian metal workers (Lo Schiavo 2000:
152, fig. 7.3).

As for Sicily, there is evidence of involvementire Bell Beaker culture at the end
of the 3% millennium BC, particularly in the west of thedist (Tusa 1999b: 149-52), as
well as with obsidian producing areas, like Paat&lland Lipari, during the Neolithic
(Patton 1996: 146). This only demonstrates thagidor objects were coming to Sicily, not
necessarily that the islanders themselves werdviedon any mid- or long-range shipping.
As Harding (1984: 258) points out, however, the ptax exchange systems that existed
between the island, the Aeolian archipelago, aedrhinland by the LBA, and the
“sophistication of cultural development” seen ie thaterial remains of Sicilian
indigenous communities, would no doubt have bepresented in its nautical ability as
well. This study, therefore, makes asaapriori assumption that Sicilian and Sardinian
boats were capable of making medium-length jourmgtfsin the central Mediterranean, if
not farther abroad.

Interpreting more active and mobile islander soesealso has the benefit of
counteracting any notions of a Bronze Age worldesys where an eastern Mediterranean
core exploits a central Mediterranean peripheryrldVsystems models were originally
developed to explain the geographic division oblabwhich developed in response to the
spread of industrial capitalism (Wallerstein 19349-50). In this division, core states are
wealthy, bureaucratic, and complex, and engagepital-intensive forms of labour, such
as supporting highly-skilled artisans not diredtiyolved in day-to-day subsistence
activities. By contrast, peripheries are charasgéetias being less centralised and
bureaucratic, being governed by autonomous “weedd lulers,” and principally focus
their economic activity towards low-skilled, labeintensive pursuits such as the
extraction of raw materials (Stein 1998: 223-24)eTores are able to economically

manipulate the peripheries and their weaker paliiigstitutions, and relationships
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between elite members of each tend to be charseteas exploitative and dependent. In
such models, Aegean or Near Eastern polities reptesore complex and diverse socio-
economic units, which trade luxury (or at leastieigstatus) finished products in exchange
for raw materials from the less developed centratitérranean societies (Stein 2002:
904).

On the surface, it would appear the Middle and Batanze Age Central
Mediterranean would be ideal for interpreting aeeperiphery relationship. There were
unequal political institutions: Aegean and Cypaatly states (Militello 2005: 587) versus
the chiefdoms of Sicily and Sardinia (Leighton 189807; A. Usai 1995: 254). Craft
production was typically more complex in the eastdediterranean, and such high-valued
goods do occasionally turn up in central Meditegeamassemblages. There are selective
instances of the imitation of eastern Mediterrangamlucts, such as locally-made versions
of Late Helladic pottery, other local pottery tisaems to have had certain formal features
borrowed from eastern ceramic prototypes (D'Ag&@02, and bronze objects that appear
to betray familiarity with eastern (especially Cigiy objects (Lo Schiavet al. 1985).

Such imitations and influences could speak of tagedesire on behalf of central
Mediterranean elites to modify the definition oéithsocial positions via access to esoteric
forms of production and display (Kristiansen andsisan 2005: 17). Finally, there were
valued raw materials in Sicily and Sardinia, susts@phur and copper (Castellana 1999:
423; Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 171), wbauld have been exchanged by such

elites in return for desired prestige objects.

How effective, however, will any exploitation atlstance be in the Middle and Late
Bronze Age central Mediterranean in the absen@mgpfcolonial infrastructure, and when
the identities of the agents of mobility are thelwee obscure? We do not know how
involved Mycenaean elites were in the process tthenegional exchange, beyond being
the consumers of exotica themselves. If, as is comyrproposed, eastern Mediterranean
goods were conducted to the central Mediterrangagitber independent, middleman
traders (Gillis 1995: 62; Militello 2005: 586-80y, re-distributed via secondary, local
systems of exchange (Harding 1984: 284; HorderPamdell 2000: 140), how could such
individuals (without obvious state backing) haviuenced the economic orientations of
the communities they dealt with in any significarsty? Furthermore, it is not
archaeologically evident that Sicilian or Sardingmtieties were actively producing
surplus raw materials for export. The amount ofpssbeing mined in Sardinia during this

period is nearly impossible to measure archaeaddtlgicand there are some indications
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that extraction did not exceed what would have bregnired for local consumption
(Bartoloni 2009: 11; Webster 1996: 136). In fattsiin the presumedorearea of Cyprus
where such copper surpluses were being generatee, af which apparently made its
way to Sardinia (see 4.4 and 5.1.2). This is th@osjte direction for raw materials to flow
in a typical world systems framework. In the endyould appear the moderate amount of
exchange archaeologically evident between the Aegad the central Mediterranean (see
section 5.1) would preclude the significant re-anang of society or the economy in the

latter, as demanded by a world systems framework.

Although few modern archaeologists would posit kimgl of political control, along
the lines of colonial administration, for the Middbr Late Bronze Age in Sicily or
Sardinia, there is still an implicit assumptionfafeign economic influence leading to
social changes in islander communities and, fodiS&r in particular, occasionally the
suggestion of Cypriot management of mining acegt{Stos-Gale and Gale 1992: 336). If
the presence of such overseers is called in taignesiowever, and the ability of islanders
themselves to take an active role in the procureimed transportation of both raw
materials and finished products is recognisedzébimes difficult to maintain a framework
of exploitation required for world systems modétstesponse, those who posit a Bronze
Age world system tend to water-down the concepimihg the dependency inherent in a
modern, capitalistic world system was not a featdirdne ancient system (Kristiansen and
Larsson 2005: 6). Without such dependency, howewevhat way is the economic
relationship between Bronze Age cores and periphdinked? Without the dependent,
exploitative relationship, the label ‘world systehardly seems to fit, and even
Wallerstein, who developed the conceptual framevaditke modern world system, had
serious reservations about its application to jagtalist systems or to archaeological
models (Harding 2000: 418; Stein 2002: 904).

There is ample evidence of the local manufacturat imes quite sophisticated
finished products in the central Mediterraneandionteract any assumption of a “regional
division of labour” (Dietler 1998: 296) predicated the extra-regional control of islander
economies. More recently, especially in the readimetallurgy, the products of Sicily and
Sardinia have been interpreted as having currdmwoyghout the Mediterranean (Lo
Schiavo 2003: 28; Bettelli 1999), which goes agdatins stream of any world systems
interpretation. Finally, would objects like Latell€elic painted pottery be regarded as
prestigious, or at least luxurious enough to cotwicentral Mediterranean elites to change

the focus of their economies? While such objectg beagiven a certain value based on
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their relative scarcity, and perhaps technologscgleriority compared to similar local
products, this does not seem to be enough to guaiprestige goods (van Wijngaarden
2002: 26-27).

The processual language of commercial contactsdely avoided in the present
study. This includes the classification of sitespasts-of-trade,” ‘gateway’ communities,
or ‘emporia’ (Polanyi 1957: 263; 1963: 30; Burghtat@71; Hirth 1978). These labels are
often used uncritically, without any attempt atidition (e.g. De Miro 1999b; Castellana
2002: 143; Ferrarese Ceretial. 1987: 37). When some attempt at clarification a&lm
(Smith 1987: 58-63) the definitions become so e&oss to reflect only historically
specific instances, with broader applications beangmearly impossible. Furthermore, the
lines between certain categories (e.g. a ‘portrade’ vs an ‘entrep6t’) become so blurred
that they actually frustrate the tendency to caisgasuch settlements in the first place. For
the purposes of this investigation a communityitisee involved in extra-regional
exchange (if it has foreign materials) or it is.rf important caveat, however, as Gillis
(1995: 61) points out, is that involvement in trad®d not mean involvement in shipping.
A community only needed to be open to exchang#dinot require its own merchant
fleet. Indeed, there is no attempt to interprenégef mobility specific to a given
settlement, such as ‘Thapsos ships’ plying tradegthe east coast of Sicily or south to
Malta. It is impossible to identify the agents obloility with such precision in the
archaeological record, and to do so would be jsshisguided as labelling boats
‘Mycenaean’ or ‘Cypriot.” If we posit independentjddlemen traders, or consider the
possibility that all coastal regions were involvedt some scale — in networks of

exchange, such geographic assignments become gsaecé¢Harding 1984: 258).

2.1.5 Connectivity/Insularity and the Development bElite Identity

Because identity is very often the by-product @irogluctions of difference, it is intimately
related to the concepts of connectivity and instla€onnectivity is the more
straightforward term, and it is used here to ingiche amount and kinds of contacts that
islanders had with extra-insular societies, as a&lio engage with the idea of islander
mobility (i.e. in this study, contacts betweenslars and foreigners that occur outside of
Sicily or Sardinia). As the present study involeesinectivity from the perspective of
islander societies, maritime mobility, technologyd seasonal variation play a role in the
level of contact possible, and the distances thaldcbe plausibly travelled (Broodbank

2000: 89-101). Connectivity discussions must ineawn assessment of the balance of
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power between parties, as well as charting anygdsim the contact situation over time.
As mentioned above, the hybridisation frameworlofeed here is well suited to the
diachronic analysis of connectivities between id&rsocieties and outsiders, and directly
addresses the issue of power relationships, asawétle effects such contacts have on

social identities.

Insularity is a more problematic term, and as Kn@fj98: 18) illustrates, it can refer
to geographic traits as well as social situatiddkile it may literally refer to the state of
being on an island, it has been observed thatigarainland areas — high mountain
passes, desert oases — may be more geographitsallgi than an island connected by
simple sea passage from the mainland (e.g. Si@ikjudel 1972: 160-61; Broodbank
2000: 16). Therefore a definition of insularity hasgdress its social aspect — that isolation
is relative, open to manipulation, and may havenhes=d as a tool by prehistoric islander
societies as an active form of corporate distimc{@atton 1996: 33). In reality, such
segregation is always relative, and it is extrennaitg for human societies to live in

absolute isolation for any length of time (Cusi€9&b: 3).

While few islander societies generally fit into ‘@&aster Island’ model of complete
isolation, at certain times and places in the Mediinean the conspicuous absence or
severe restriction of foreign materials may weiressent an attempt by island societies to
differentiate themselves by shunning the ‘corruptsea, while maintaining local
“regimes of value and truth” (Broodbank 2000: 34%¢olithic Malta, with its
idiosyncratic temple complexes, is often citeduss guch a case of intentional isolation
(Robb 2001). There is a relative scale betweereaosinectivity and complete isolation,
and the MBA — LBA central Mediterranean would nat/é been placed close to either
extreme. In relative terms, Sicily has been considi¢the more connected island, and
Sardinia the more insular, but this should be @®reid in a more diachronic framework
(e.g. Bietti Sestieri 2005). Moreover, when westdediterranean connections are taken
into consideration, the insularity of Sardinia, ewe comparison with Sicily, needs to be

reconsidered.

There is in fact an ‘island paradox’: while in nafaed common modern
imagination) islands are isolated and removed, vdueh places find themselves in the
midst of wider networks of interaction they actydlecome places of strategic
connectivity and conspicuous interaction (Braud®2: 150; Sherratt and Sherratt 1991.:
358; Knapp 2008: 20). Patton (1996) outlines twegaries of the connectivity/insularity

spectrum for Mediterranean, which he terms ‘exckamgented’ vs ‘monument-oriented’
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societies. This dichotomy is not meant to reflecategorisation of some islands under the
monument rubric, and others into the exchange jlaattler, he postulates that many
Mediterranean islands go through periods of beingenmonument-oriented or more
externally-focussed (Patton 1996: 96). This isaroevolutionary progression: the
examples of the Balearic Islands and Sardinia/Cardustrate two cases where a
monument building phase is sandwiched between pir@ods of greater external contacts
(Patton 1996: 95-104). Admittedly, this sounds likere of a descriptive model than an
explanatory one, and Patton (1996: 89) is carefalbid any notion of insularity causing
monumentality, through some ill-defined processaiservatism. Indeed, such an
interpretation would ignore the evidence for conthat continues to exist in the Talayotic
period in the Balearics, and the Nuragic perio8andinia, during the height of their
respective monumental building phases. Insteadpheentrates on the fluctuating value
of exchanges with extra-insular peoples in “thal@ghment and maintenance of power
relations” over time (Patton 1996: 96). In thisitBa foreshadowed the consumption-
based approach advocated in this study: the relatiue of appropriating and

manipulating exotic items in the development admsler identities.

Elite identity is particularly implicated in thipsctrum of monument or exchange
oriented societies. This is because the powerfulealthy are more able to construct
monuments, whether for private or public use, ard@ore able to restrict access to
foreign materials, especially luxury items (Hodd882: 204; Smith 1987: 55). In addition,
elite classes are more likely to be the intendetketdor long-distance trade, and may
have more ideological incentive for acquiring egatbjects or building impressive
monuments. Such actions perform a dual role: thlewaelite members of society to stand
distinct from their subordinates, while at the samm defining what such status entails;
and they legitimate their privileged positions tigb their ability to construct monuments,
or control exchanges. Naturalising any approprifteeign objects, as mentioned above,
serves to make whatever definition of elite pracbeing promoted more acceptable to the
society at large. In such a way elites becomevagatceptors and manipulators” who use
“acquisition from a distance to create localizeth@ness’ and exclusivity” (Manning and
Hulin 2005: 275).

The elite involvement in exchanges, more so thair #bility to construct
monuments (assuming such buildings are local phenagrand not foreign influences,
which appears to be the case for Mediterranearigtoeir — Patton 1996: 103-104), is

more properly the focus of this study of the impafatnaterial connections. This brings up
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an important question: at what level, or on whoskedtf, did extra-insular exchanges take
place? Did Middle and Late Bronze Age represergatin Sicily and Sardinia acquire
foreign materials on behalf of their community noore personally, on a household or
individual basis? This potentially affects the powgnamic of exchanges, with individuals
interacting on a more-or-less even footing witllés (i.e. ‘symmetrical exchange’ —
Alexander 1998: 486-87), while exchanges on baifalie community, the type more
likely undertaken by elite members or their repnéstives, may create a situation that
privileges the consumers. Unlike the situatiorhie tentral Mediterranean, the eastern
Mediterranean during the LBA has the advantagexikf which illustrate multi-scalar
levels of exchange involving ‘great kings,’ ‘lesgangs,’ their agents, and even private
enterprise (Liverani 1987: 66, 70). Could the crntd foreign objects in the central
Mediterranean, however, help to identify at whaelesuch exchanges were undertaken? It
could be argued that exotica found in tomb contartsmore likely to reflect the
consumptive behaviours of individuals or single ifaas, hence symmetrical exchanges.
On the other hand, foreign materials recovered fpaiviic buildings (cult areas, public
gathering spaces) might be interpreted as objectsieed on behalf of the community at
large, presumably by its leaders. In domestic casi®ne would have to determine

whether such dwellings are considered to be efiteot

Finally, the question of how values are assignesktoa-insular objects needs to be
addressed. On the one hand, it is important to mamee that just because an object is
foreign does not necessarily make it a luxury itarmg may have little to do with elite
activity. On the other hand, the reverse situatiomd be equally true, where a more
mundane object from the producer society is givastie importance at a distance, and is
consumed as an exclusive item. Hodder (1982: 28%X)jans that wealth is not always
convertible between societies — what is consideadaable in the producing society may
not be so in the consuming society, and vice-vétsamany scholars dealing with foreign
materials in the central Mediterranean, the impargeor status of imports is often assumed
but not actually argued (Manning and Hulin 200512 ¥We must be conscious of avoiding
a circular interpretation, where elite activityassumed by the presence of foreign objects,
and foreign objects themselves are given valueusecaf the perceived involvement of
elite agents. These problems of interpreting @igmtity are even more pronounced in
Sicily, where an absence of monumental buildingyfarontrasting assemblages, makes
even identifying an elite class difficult. Oftehjs the presence of exotic items alone that
signifies the existence of the elite in traditionaddels of Sicilian prehistory (Alberti
2006).
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2.2 Methodology

In order to assess the nature of material connectiothe central Mediterranean, a solid
grasp of the sites and objects involved is necgs3ais involves both interpreting the raw
numbers (with respect to sites, artefacts, andnmadgl and understanding local contexts,
in order to measure patterns of consumption thrapgtte and time. The following
describes the database employed, the means of cogpata from the local,
consumption-perspective, and supplementary wajisaihg the hidden data in the

material record, which may have been misinterpretagnored.

The primary approach adopted here is a critic@&vauation of previously published
materials that relate to cultural encounters omlySand Sardinia during the second half of
the 2 millennium BC, and a re-interpretation of the velet data using the more
progressive models of cultural encounters outlinetthis chapter. It does not rely on new
evidence from more recent excavations or surveyseabasis for proposing a new model
of cultural encounters; rather, the local, consuompbased approach advocated here
informs all evidence, old and new, and construoteehways of reading the materials

through which island communities created and natgditheir various identities.

Beyond published materials, | undertook two onekwesearch trips to Sicily and
Sardinia, to view key sites and museum collectiansl, to network with scholars working
on relevant assemblages. On Sicily, | visited fteeaf Thapsos and went to the Paolo Orsi
Museum in Siracusa to observe the materials frahdite, Pantalica, and Siracusa itself. |
also made use of the library of the Departmentm@haeology at the Universita degli Studi
di Catania. On Lipari, | was able to visit the Balod Brea Museum, and examine the
remains of the acropolis settlement outside theemnms On Sardinia | visited Nuraghe
Antigori, Nuraghe Domu ‘e S'Orku, and Su Nuraxi (Baini). | examined the collections
at the National Archaeological Museum in Cagliasfiich included material from Antigori
and Domu ‘e S’Orku, as well as the material at@hsa Zapata museum, which houses the
finds from Nuraghe Su Nuraxi. | also attended th@®annual meeting of the Istituto
Italiano di Preistoria e Protostoria, and was aéblget information on recent finds,

particularly oxhide ingot fragments.

2.2.1 Database of Material Connections

A database has been constructed in order to gaegguantity and duration of foreign

contacts for Sicily and Sardinia, as well as assgsegional patterns. This database can
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only provide information on the actual presencékefly extra-insular objects; by itself, it
cannot describe by what means such objects (ocwinjfuences) were brought to the
island, or by whom. For such an analysis, relgbatterns of consumption are used to
provide clues (see below). The figures derived ftbemdatabase enable both a
chronological and spatial analysis of foreign matewhich in turn makes it possible to
put such evidence into perspective, both as amairgastern and central-western

materials relate to each other, and as foreignnmatgeaelate to local assemblages.

The database is divided into four tables, diffaetatl by island, and by whether the
materials in question reflect contact or influefroen the eastern Mediterranean, or from
the central and western Mediterranean. All foutdalmhave the following fields: location
(of find); (modern) province; type of site; datebgolute and relative); artefact type;
description; amount; depositional context; proveoé and confidence of provenience.
The location field is self explanatory, while th@aern province is included as a vague
indicator of specific regions that are either cooispusly involved or not involved in
foreign contact. Some caution must be exerciseg, lasrsuch distinctions may also reflect
varying levels of activity by particular regionathaeological services. The type of site is
generally broken down between settlements and mmtexts (i.e. objects for everyday
use vs. objects reserved for special/ritual fumstjpalthough other distinctions, such as
sanctuary or hoard contexts, are also made. Tataatitype field provides a broad label
(pottery, metal, or sundry), and the descripti@tdfideals with any pertinent
supplementary information, such as specific mdteriahape. Dates given are, wherever
possible, based on archaeological contexts, althbegause many sites in Sicily and
Sardinia have only received partial and selectivaipation, such contextual dating
information is often lacking. In these instancested are based on typological
considerations. The amount field is self-explanatalthough for some sites totals have
only been vaguely offered (e.g. ‘'some’, ‘a fewigtsficant amounts’). When these
amounts are used to perform statistical analysssgsl), the uncertain totals are, by

necessity, excluded.

Provenience and confidence (i.e. of provenienedji§ideserve special mention, as
the first distinction is often only tentatively meadr assumed, usually based on visual
inspection, without any archaeometric analysisupp®rt. For this reason a confidence
level is assigned: four for certain provenience. fihe object has undergone some kind of
acceptable source analysis); three for likely pnoeece (i.e. the object has undergone

some analysis that may vaguely indicate a sourdeisimot definite, or the visual
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inspection is of a good quality); two for unknowroyenience (i.e. does not look local, but
actual source is obscure); and one for unlikelgidrious provenience (i.e. one that has
been strongly challenged by other scholars). Rinttle context field tries to be more
specific than the type of site field, listing sgectombs, strata, or buildings if known, and

any other objects found with the items in question.

Local imitations of foreign materials have alsomeéeluded in the database,
although they are not strictly foreign. In paristts simply because it is often difficult to
disentangle the number of imitations from the nurmdfemports (e.g., Aegean and
Aegean-looking pottery at Nuraghe Antigori). In @tltases, the assignment of the
imitation label has been based only on visual in8pe, and may not be valid. Such
inflations of the number of imports is never parly great in any specific instance,
however, and it should be kept in mind that closiation of foreign styles does tend to
indicate some level of contact, in some cases Wivgltechnological transfers, and are
always found in context with other actual impoliscal styles that seem to be influenced
by foreign materials have not been included indhbase, however, as the interpretations
of influence seem to be fairly subjective and ofmedebate (e.g. incised figural decoration
on local Thapsos pottery). Although not numeratethé database, these interpretations of
influence are discussed in the data chaptersdhai, in order to assess the consumption
choices made (i.e. appropriations and rejectiars),to verify if the subjective

interpretation of influence is itself valid.

The database helps to put the raw numbers of imp@bods into perspective, and
illustrates that the emphasis on eastern Mediteamamonnections is not warranted. When
placed into a diachronic analysis (following Marmaind Hulin 2005: 283), the already
limited data are further diluted (see 5.1), whiblaltenges an interpretation of deep,
penetrative foreign influence. Even if survivingteréals only represent the tip of the
iceberg of connections between 1450 —900 BC, jost fepresentative is this tip to the

invisible whole?

2.2.2 Moving from Production to Consumption, and Fiading ‘Hidden’ Data

The benefits of looking at foreign material frortoaal perspective have been outlined
above, as has the overarching method employedofieeeevaluating previously published
sites and materials from a consumption-based pbditw. What still remains to be
discussed are the specific ways in which this conption perspective is applied to the

data. Placing too much emphasis on the producerskappers (usually envisioned as the
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same party in traditional models — Wachsmann 1288:109) ignores the reality that such
parties would likely have had to conform to theiabpractices and expectations of the
indigenous hosts with whom they exchanged (Gi#i83: 61), and that any ability to
influence host societies would have been signitigarurtailed by the generally low status
of both sailors and those involved in commerce (Mg and Hulin 2005: 271; Curtin
1984: 6). An assumption is made in this investayathat production-based provenience
studies tell us less about the spread of foreifjnence than they do of developing local
tastes (Harding 1984: 229).

One means of determining local systems of valuddi@ign objects is a greater
emphasis placed on context. Investigating speaifibaeological contexts is vital to an
understanding of any changes in cultural associatw symbolic meaningsor example,
an artefact that is found mostly in domestic cotst@x one society will presumably have a
different meaning if found only in funerary context another. In terms of value, the
domestic object may be considered a more day-tatday for use by the living, and not
given a particularly high status. The tomb objaoctvever, may well be considered only
appropriate for particular situations. Thus, cohtaay provide one clue to the relative

value of foreign objects in their local setting.

Another key means of assessing the meanings ofcexstto broaden the
investigation from a look at any particular objdotsee if any patterns of consumption are
noted in the local assemblages as a whole. Arenapgrts associated with other foreign
objects, or do they tend to stand alone in thenmtext? Do they have any relationship with
a particular local material? Does the introductibthe material replace some other object
which was previously employed? One benefit of lagkat wider patterns of consumption
could be to specify a more accurate sphere of corikather than assume the direct
presence of foreign traders based on provenieralgsas, this pattern of consumption
(e.g. what is accepted, rejected, imitated) maptgoia different material connection. For
example, it is argued in Chapter Five that at Noeagntigori, the pattern of ceramic
production and consumption more properly refleatsad contact with the Italian mainland

than with any Aegean maritime merchants.

To understand consumption choices made by islaswlamunities, it is vital to have
a decent grasp of both how such communities weyanised, as well as what the
traditional material features of these societiesawgre-contact.” The former will allow for
a more informed discussion of local systems of&aéuind the existing social hierarchies

into which extra-insular materials were appropdatghe latter is important as it not only
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provides a basis to distinguish between local aneign materials (not always a
straightforward exercise), but also to assess #itenal impact of foreign goods upon
traditional objects and practices. To this endhedata chapter features a material
overview of MBA Sicily and Sardinia (3.1 and 4.Which includes a brief description

regarding current models of how these islanderesiesi were organised.

A final methodological point to make is the sedmhwhat might be called hidden
data. This evidence is often the victim of the hyggecialisation of Mediterranean
archaeology: objects that come from, or are infbeéehby, central Mediterranean societies,
but are either ignored or misclassified by scholene are specialists in their specific
region of interest alone. For example, a Sardibi@amzettifigure now located in the
Castello Ursino Museum in Catania was initiallyritiBed as an Etruscan object (Libertini
1936), before an expert in Nuragic material cultmess able to positively classify it (Lilliu
1945: 26). Such data may also be misclassifieddasehe myopic insistence of eastern
connections. The use of the vocabulary of GreekBzoAge archaeology to describe
certain material traits and practices in Sicily &atdinia (e.gtholostombs, megaron
temples) creates a discourse of Aegeanisationrtfiaénces future interpretations (see
6.1).To counteract this tendency, no assumption of sagifluence is made when either
reading published texts, observing images and hew &re labelled, or seeing collections
first hand.

Now that the conceptual framework and methodoldgioasiderations for this
investigation have been outlined, the next two tdrapdescribe the material data
specifically, along with current interpretive trendeginning with Sicily (Chapter Three),
which has shown evidence for slightly earlier cohtaith the eastern Mediterranean than
Sardinia (Chapter Four). Even in these (relativabitral, descriptive data chapters it
becomes clear that current methods of interpretatie unsatisfactory, and based on the
narrow reading of a remarkably small data set.sswasion (Chapter Five) follows this
presentation of empirical data, where the theaakperspectives from this chapter are

actively applied to the assemblages described.



3 Material Evidence in Sicily

While the thrust of this thesis is not about thehaeology of Sicilian or Sardinian society
per se but rather the archaeology of cultural encounterghese islands from 1450 — 900
BC, it is still important to outline briefly the dad aspect of their material culture for this
period. This is particularly appropriate in a stulgt seeks to foreground the native: in
order to assess the effects of contact on indigenmaterials and practices, the nature of
these materials and practices ‘pre-contact’ musidsr. The phrase pre-contact is itself
problematic, however, as there is certainly eviédioc contact with extra-insular societies
long before the MBA, of which the early3nillennium Beaker phenomenon is perhaps
the best published case (e.g. Tusa 1999b: 149dghton 1999: 110-12T.he MBA,
however, is generally believed to represent a peé&dreign contact for prehistoric Sicily.
These contacts involved not only the presence geArs and Cypriot materials, but more
proximate connections with peninsular Italy, Madad Sardinia (Albanese Procelli
2003b: 104-105; Leighton 1999: 147; Blake 2008A5)Sicily is strategically located in
the middle of the Mediterranean, it was a convermpemt of reference for maritime

navigation in all directions (Bietti Sestieri 20G173).

Scholars studying culture contact in Sicily in MBA and LBA are much more
willing to credit the importance of Aegean matedalture in the development of Sicilian
society, where Aegean objects are commonly intézdras evidence for the presence of
Aegean peoples (La Rosa 2004). Such encountelseblesed to have been systematic and
prolonged, with influences that penetrated beytedcbastlines to interior locations
(Militello 2004b: 294). Before reviewing the evidanof extra-insular contact, an

overview of traditional Sicilian material culture presented.
3.1  Sicilian Society in the Middle and Late Bronzé\ge: A Material Overview

Materially, MBA Sicily is commonly referred to ase Thapsos-Milazzese period, based
on two well-known, related ceramic facies. The pecarepertoire is largely dominated by
burial evidence (where the most complete vessefs haen found) and as a result the
Thapsos-Milazzese complex is rather restricteghémiglist drinking or dining shapes
(Leighton 1999: 173, fig. 91; Alberti 2004: 158afd I1). In fact, burial evidence is much
more plentiful than settlement data during bothNtH&A and LBA, with only about twenty

settlement sites investigated (and much fewer aatetyupublished) compared to the



Figure 3.1: Sicilian sites mentioned in the text. 1. Taorm ina; 2. Monte San Paolillo; 3.
Caltagirone; 4. Mineo (Mulino della Badia); 5. Lent  ini (Metapiccola); 6. Pantalica; 7. Thapsos;
8. Siracusa; 9. Cozzo del Pantano; 10. Cassibile; 1 1. Plemmyrion; 12. Grotta di Calafarnia;
13. Morgantina Cittadella; 14. Niscemi; 15. Dessuer i (Monte Canalotti); 16. Sabucina; 17.
Milena (Caldare, Monte Campanella); 18. Madre Chies a; 19. Monte Grande; 20. Cannatello;
21. Serra del Palco; 22. Sant’Angelo Muxaro (Caprer ia); 23. Scrinda; 24. Contrada Anguilla di
Ribera; 25. Monte Castellazzo di Poggioreale; 26. M onte Finistrelle di Gibellina; 27. Mokarta;
28. Motya; 29. Palermo; 30. Ustica (I Faraglioni);  31. Filicudi; 32. Salina; 33. Lipari; 34.
Panarea (Punta Milazzese).

thousands of tombs, many in massive necropolistgieast. The generally better-

preserved burial material therefore dominates nmsgigplays, and may distort our
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impression of the full spectrum of material praesid¢or this period. More progress has
been made, however, in broadening the materiatt@pefor the end of the"?

millennium BC, and sites such as | Faraglioni (tkstiand Lipari have provided important
supplementary evidence of MBA domestic pottery (blehy and Lukesh 2001: 32, fig.
5.1; Alberti 2008a).

Sicilian MBA pottery (figure 3.2) is hand made haltigh some of its forms can be
extremely elaborate. There is clear continuity Vviddrly Bronze Age (EBA) Capo
Graziano and Castelluccio ceramic practices, inoyildommon shapes, such as raised
handled cups and high-footed bowls and cups, dsase¢he use of incised or raised-band
linear decorations. A key difference seems to keatteandonment of matte-painted
decoration, which was common in Castelluccian cdstée.g. Tusa 1999a: 373, fig. 27;
Leighton 1999: 139-41). Instead, the incised amkthbanded decorations seen in MBA

Figure 3.2: Thapsos and Milazzese style pottery. A-B: from Erbe Bianche (Trapani), Hut 5; C:
from Thapsos, Tomb D; D: from Lipari Acropolis; E: from Punta Milazzese (Panarea). (A—C
after Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 168, 176; D — E after Bernabo Brea et al. 1994: 33, 58).

fineware pottery seem to be more properly derivethfCapo Graziano facies practices
(e.g. Leighton 1999: 134, fig. 64), and the pottsrgften finished with a burnished, brown
surface (D'Agata 2000: 65). There are a very feangles of incised figurative motifs on

Thapsos-Milazzese pottery, plausibly argued to Heen influenced by exposure to
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figurative pottery from the eastern Mediterrandagighton 1999: 174; Alberti 2004: 133).
A new shape in the MBA appears to be the monuméatatiforme’ pedestal basin, an
elaboration of the EBA footed basin, which D’Agé2800: 67) notes is often found as part
of a funerary set involving the large basin, a dipand smaller footed basin. The pedestal
basin is also distinguished by a large trapezgtik attached to the rim, sometimes
referred to as a handle, which is decorated withrsgtrical incised patterns and two eye-
like projections near the top. As this type of basas also been found in the settlement at
Thapsos (in Room C of Complex B, and just to thehsast of this building — see section
3.3.3 below), it should perhaps not be thoughtsadim exclusively funerary vessel, but

more related to feasting in general (Voza 19738, 144).

Overlapping the end of the MBA Thapsos-Milazzesgefs, and defining the
beginning of the LBA in Sicily, is the Pantalica tto(mid 13" — mid 11" centuries BC)
facies (figure 3.3). Unlike Thapsos-Milazzese cacairhowever, Pantalica North pottery
is not as evenly spread across the island, being prominent in the east. In western
Sicily a more conservative tradition of pottery gwation, with little immediate difference
between MBA and LBA forms, has been argued to €$ipatafora 2001: 143), although

such conservatism has been challenged by moretrexesvations, where LBA Ausonian

Figure 3.3: Pantalica North style pottery from the Paolo O  rsi Museum, Siracusa. (Image
source: http://www.archeologia.com/~pantalica/reper ti.htm ).
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and Cassibile-type painted pottery has been reedvgreighton 1999: 193). Pantalica
North pottery is recognised for its red, lustroumssh, and certain new shapes that display a
strong resemblance to eastern Mediterranean sisgesigure 3.14 below), although the
Sicilian versions are never painted (Tanasi 2062, 8g. 4). This is also the period when
the potter's wheel is introduced into local praetiand a level of standardisation
commensurate to a workshop level of production éakse Procelli 2003b: 82). For
Albanese Procelli (2003b: 125) this could be intetgd as an indication of foreign potters
in LBA Sicilian communities, present at the invitet of local elites. While the Aegean or
eastern Mediterranean could have supplied suctspeaiple, as suggested by the above
mentioned similar shapes, the transmission of theealcould also have come via southern
ltaly, where wheelmade pottery had been producezbshe 1% century BC (Jonest al.
2005: 543), and thus reflect an early stage imtbheement of peninsular peoples to Sicily.
Tanasi (2004: 337-38) recognises twenty-two shégrethe Pantalica North facies,
although again we are almost completely restritbgubttery from tombs. As this is a
period when imported eastern Mediterranean pottasylargely tailed off (Militello 2005:
593), the Aegean influence seen in LBA Sicilianteot is thought to have been acquired
via influences already absorbed in Thapsos-Milazpadtery, although Tanasi (2004: 338)
recognises certain new introductions not known BAVocal pottery, which he interprets
as evidence of prolonged contact with the Aegeaher_LBA. Finally, at the end of the
Bronze Age, known as the Cassibile period (mitl 28" centuries BC), a new style of
painted pottery is found at Sicilian sites, bel@te have been an influence from either the
Italian mainland or the Aeolian Islands (Tusa 19%888-04). This pottery has a very

distinct ‘plumed’ motif, and is found in both setthent and tomb contexts.

As is evident from this quick summation of Sicilial pottery, it is difficult to
define in strictly local terms, as it is invarialdgscribed as being influenced from the
Aegean, Cyprus, the Aeolian Islands, or mainlaatyltSome of these comparisons are no
doubt valid, as Sicily was very much in the stre@rnonnections during the MBA and
LBA, and its ceramic traditions did not develophiit a cultural vacuum. Still, the heavy
reliance on specialist-function pots with rituatistignificances, and much less focus on
everyday coarseware pottery from domestic or seéfe contexts, no doubt lends itself to
this impression of heavily influenced pottery ttaatis, with little independent, indigenous
development. Leighton’s (1999: 176) overall impresshowever, was still of a ceramic
tradition with “distinctive styles generated by dpreferences which maintained
independent traditions.” The lack of a comprehemnsitudy of Sicilian coarseware pottery

has also hindered the development of a robusivelahronology. There has been an
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attempt to create a local sequence based on tteryp&rom tombs (e.g. Alberti 2004,
2007), although since many of the tombs represeiitipte burials, close chronological
associations are difficult. This more refined clalogy, therefore, is still compelled to rely
upon uncertain associations with Late HelladicgrgttAlberti’s (2008a) more
comprehensive study of a wider range of Milazzexteepy in the Aeolian Islands of
Filicudi, Lipari, Panarea, and Salina, howeven ®sitive step, and should be used in the

future to develop a relative sequence for Sic#glit

In architectural terms, it is again difficult toegk of purely Sicilian local features
due to the dominance of studies that interpretdgorenfluences in both settlement and
tomb constructions (Tomasello 1996, 2004; Milit@04a: 314-18). Such influences,
involving so-calledholostombs and the unusual rectilinear buildings atpEloa and
Pantalica, are dealt with in the following sect{and in 3.3.3). It is possible to discuss
some typically local features thanks to more recesg¢arch, which has been less
concerned with identifying foreign influences irciBan practices (Albanese Procelli
2003b: 35-55; Doonan 2001). As mentioned with rdg&o pottery, however, few
settlements have been studied or excavated, arelitha general lack of settlement survey
in Sicily (Leighton 1996b: 102). The sites that en@wn tend to be chance discoveries,
early investigations due to the efforts of partcuhdividuals like Paolo Orsi, or, in the

case of large necropolises, obvious features ifatidscape (Leighton 2005: 262).

In the EBA, although it was once thought that settnts strongly favoured inland
locations (Procelli 1996: 92), more recent invesiions have shown a widespread
distribution of settlement types throughout thedrape, including some coastal locations
(Leighton 2005: 262, 267, fig. 3). The choice afdtion does not appear to have been
defence-oriented, but rather related to soil quailitd available water (Procelli 1996: 91-
92). Procelli (1996: 91) noted that many sites veprige close to each other, suggesting to
him the transitory nature of individual sites, malsabitants would move when resources
became exhausted. There are no common patternsdaesites regarding the organisation
of space, and there is no apparent formal orgaorsbke we see in the MBA (Leighton
1999: 114-16). While there is a variety of sizasE8A sites, it is not clear that an actual
settlement hierarchy existed (Procelli 1996: 928 common architectural features
include boundary or defensive walls at some s#ed,individual huts of various shapes
(round, oval, elliptical, and rectangular) builtampstone foundations, sometimes with

postholes for timber uprights, benches lining ilotewalls, and interior space divided
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between storage and living quarters (Procelli 1926:Doonan 2001: 168; Castellana
2002: 106-107).

Figure 3.4: EBA site Manfria (A) vs. MBA sites | Faraglion i (B) and Thapsos, northern
habitation zone (C). (A after Tusa 1999a: 404, fig. 52; B-C after Doonan 2001: 178, fig. 5).

Beginning in the MBA there is a much greater forisatlon of space. This is
immediately evident when looking at EBA versus MBige plans (figure 3.4). There are
much fewer sites overall than in the EBA, althoitgéhould be remembered that we are
comparing an eight or nine hundred year periodttecahundred year one (Doonan 2001:
164; Leighton 2005: 271). A clear site hierarchgtif§ not evident, but Leighton (1999:
150) is able to categorise different types of sitssed more on chosen location than
function, although such factors are obviously edatAlbanese Procelli 2003b: 35). His
categories include: harbour sites on the wategbeard’ near-coast sites, many with
imported materials; slightly smaller foothill siteésland hilltop sites; communities that
seem to be satellites of large necropolises; amesmaves (perhaps cult areas or temporary
shelters) (Leighton 1999: 150). Structures witlgttliements tend to be more densely
clustered, and courtyards tend to be walled, yigl@ more rigid definition of exterior
space (Doonan 2001: 160). The more formal orgdnisaf space may be due to greater

inter-community contact, where we see common achital responses to both the inner-
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workings of the community, and local reaction totawt with outsiders (Doonan 2001:
160). For example, at both Thapsos (in its nortlednitation zone) and | Faraglioni
(Ustica) the respective plans show clearly demattatompounds’ of approximate size,
containing similar features (huts with benchesnogeas, secondary storage buildings),

and served by a road/path network (Doonan 2001). 178

While it was once thought that the LBA could beided by a large-scale
abandonment of coastal sites, perhaps relateetm¢lrsion of new peoples from the
peninsula (Bernabo Brea 1957: 149; Leighton 2063:@2), this has largely been based
on dated evidence from eastern Sicily. More regemstigations have shown the
continuous existence of coastal centres in the L&#l, the recognition of some new
coastal sites, thereby challenging any model thaitg a retreat inland for security reasons
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 35; Leighton 2005: 2728tommon feature of domestic
architecture, noted at sites like the CittadellMatgantina (Enna), Scrinda (Agrigento),
and Meta Piccola (Siracusa), is the developmettiefong-house (Albanese Procelli
2003b: 50-52). These generally rectangular strest(igure 3.5) could be up to 20 metres
in length, and common features include sunken fiastered floors, low benches along
interior walls, timber uprights, and wattle and dawperstructures built upon stone
foundations (Leighton 1999: 193). The longhousedée to be internally organised into

activity zones, with separate areas for cookirggpihg, working, and storage.

In terms of burial practice, Sicily has a long argtof inhumation in rock-cut tombs.
In the EBA these are the most frequent type ofabualthough cist burials, jar burials,
inhumation in caves, and dolmen-like tombs are kifswn (Leighton 1999: 121). The
rock-cut tombs commonly involved single chambersasfous sizes and shapes (round,
oval, rectangular), occasionally with small antenbars in front, entered through
rectangular openings (Procelli 1996: 92). The ngdiwere flat or arched, and the
entrances blocked with orthostat slabs, rubblealhaf cut blocks, or combinations of
these. The exterior fagade was usually undecoratéthugh there are some examples of
carved decoration or architectural embellishmeakéesdmall pillars (e.g. Leighton 1999:
122, 124; Tusa 1999a: 376-79). Procelli (1996:r2ed a similarity to Maltese practices
in the execution of some of these features. Thdsowere used for multiple burials, where
the most recent deceased was placed in a croudsgep in the centre of the chamber,
with earlier burials moved to the edges (Leight®8 130). The goods accompanying the

deceased were usually personal items, includindefvarious materials, tools such as
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knives and axes, and a modest amount of potterya(I899a: 379). Sometimes grave
goods were found outside of the tomb, suggestirityal space (Procelli 1996: 92). As

Figure 3.5: Long-house from Morgantina Cittadella, plan (t =~ op) and reconstruction (bottom).
(After Leighton 1993: 38-39, fig. 18; 45, fig. 22.)

these were multiple burials, often with uncertassaxiations of materials and human
remains, it is difficult to distinguish the statofsany particular individual in the tombs, and

distinctions of wealth have been based on the eddion of tomb design.

Multiple inhumations in rock cut tombs are stiletdominant form of burial in the
MBA (figure 3.6) (Albanese Procelli 2003b: 57). Téés a general increase in size and
elaboration from the previous period, however, grave goods become more diverse and
luxurious (van Wijngaarden 2002: 234). The elaboratinclude recessed entries, internal

benches along the chamber walls, niches in thesyeatid narrow corridors leading up to
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the tomb entrances (Leighton 1999: 164). The laiteroften referred to asomoi
although they are usually too narrow to have beengssional pathways (figure 3.7), as
thedromosfor an Aegean beehive tomb may have been. Therfteis a wider trapezoidal
space immediately in front of the tomb entranceyéxa@er, which could have allowed a

small number of people to perform ritual activitias the findings of pottery in these

D E

Figure 3.6: MBA tomb types. A: Molinello di Augusta (Sirac  usa), Tomb 1; B: Milena / Monte
Campanella (Caltanissetta), Tomb B; C-E: Thapsos (S iracusa), tombs 32, 28, and unknown.
(After Leighton 1999: 165, fig. 85, and Tusa 1999a: 480, fig. 8.)

spaces suggests (Leighton 1999: 167; Albanese IR2@@3b: 60). The niches in the

walls of the chamber contained other burials, aanthgps reflect a more formal treatment
of earlier inhumations than what was standardénEBA. Gold and silver are occasionally
found in MBA tombs, as are personal ornaments ohze (e.g. knives, razors, and
mirrors). While a proper analysis of social statusomewhat hindered by differential
preservation, widespread looting, and historicalse, Leighton (1996b: 102-103) is likely
correct in reading an existing social hierarchyhia discrepancy between larger tombs
with rich assemblages and smaller chambers witlerfgnrave goods. Burials in jars
without accompanying goods are still evident inM&A, although as with the EBA they

represent a minor practice. At Thapsos, a growgbotit twenty jar burials (nine of which
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have been published) were found not far from aectitbn of rock-cut tombs (Albanese
Procelli 2003b: 68-69). As there were no good$@jars, their assignment to the MBA is
conjectural, and they should perhaps reflect &hckhtury BC re-occupation of the site by

people with different burial customs (see 3.3.2).

Figure 3.7: Dromos in front of a rock-cut tomb at Thapsos.

A small number of MBA rock-cut tombs are more getrinally consistent than
most contemporary examples (and all EBA tombs),vaimein coupled with a prominently
arched roof, have been designatethatostombs. They have been argued to reflect the
influence of Aegean contact (Militello 2004a: 3Z2ymasello 1995-1996) as they
resemble a class of rock-cut chamber tombs founideiiPeloponnese and on the island of

Cephalonia. They are discussed more fully in thievieng section (3.2).

In the LBA, certain necropolises (e.g. Pantalicalt&irone) become quite large.
While rock-cut tombs are still a dominant practite introduction of new burials such as
single inhumations in cist-like pits, so-calles$sa(trench) graves, and the first urn

cremation burials, indicate significant changebath practice and ideology. The
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cremation burials may indicate migration from maird Italy: Leighton (1999: 195)
compares them to Protovillanovan urnfields, andetiidiest examples of this type of burial
are found in the northeast of Sicily (i.e. the pailosest to peninsular Italy and the Aeolian
Islands). The rock-cut tombs in the cliff facedtu# Pantalica cemetery are often simple
oven-shaped chambers, but there are also somaaalborms, including rectilinear
groundplans with trapezoidal forecourts, and midtghambered tombs, where the niches
of MBA tombs have developed into more separateespéigure 3.8) (Tusa 1999a: 571-
72). Although LBA tombs do not contain Late Hellagottery, other evidence for extra-
insular contact can be seen in the presence ofayadilver jewellery, amber, glass, or
faience beads, and non-Sicilian bronze forms (Tié2@4: 342-45).

Figure 3.8: LBA multi-chambered tombs from Pantalica. A: T omb 56 North; B: Tombs 12-16
North. (After Tusa 1999a: 571, fig. 11.)

Although not as rich in metallic ores as Sardinigarts of the Italian mainland,
Sicily still displays significant evidence for tpeoduction and consumption of bronze
during the MBA and LBA. The one part of the islahdt did have ore resources (in the
northeast, near Monti Peloritani) may have exptbgarface veins during the Bronze Age
(Giardino 1995: 307-308), and there is a noteceiase of settlements in this region
beginning in the LBA which may be related to inaed exploitation of metals (Leighton
1999: 207). The sources of evidence for metallimgiude hoards, bronze grave goods,
stone moulds, and foundry remains (Albanese Picd@00; Giardino 2000). While some
evidence exists for eastern Mediterranean influémt¢ee form of certain bronze objects, it
is in closer connection with peninsular Italy tisatilian metallurgy develops, especially in
the LBA (Leighton 1985: 400; Giardino 1996: 130helextensive spread of certain
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common shapes — like Thapsos-Pertosa swords, lsblafaxes, and serpentine fibulae — in
both regions speak of prolonged, shared traditiotsonze manufacturing, perhaps
precipitated upon the Sicilian acquisition of aliore (Giardino 1995: 326, 330; Leighton
1996b: 112). This connection, however, has also b@erpreted as further evidence of the
activity of eastern Mediterranean agents, whereecAagnaritime traders are “important
vehicle of contact” (Giardino 1995: 292).

Given that bronze forms in the Mediterranean saebetparticularly sensitive to
outside influences, and that Sicily’s reliance upanmeign copper indicates that
participating in metallurgical activities meant mesarily participating in external networks
of exchange, it is difficult (and perhaps inapprai®) to speak of a purely Sicilian style of
metalwork during the Bronze Age. Still, there afewa forms which are likely Sicilian
innovations given the strong distributional biagawmour of the island. These include:
elbow and serpentine fibulas with straight pinginRlica’ type razors; and flat trunnion
axes (figure 3.9) (Giardino 2000: 103, table 6The latter may actually indicate a
material connection with the Iberian peninsula, retféat trunnion axes are also well
represented, although the presence of stone mtmritisese tools in Sicily indicates local

production as well (Albanese Procelli 2000: 83).

) D

Figure 3.9: LBA Sicilian bronze forms. A-B: elbow and serp  entine fibulae with straight pins
from Mineo / Mulino della Badia (Catania); C: flat  trunnion axes from Niscemi hoard
(Caltanissetta); D: Pantalica-type razors from Pant  alica (left) and Niscemi (right). (After
Giardino 1995: 20, fig. 8B; 226, fig. 109D; 241 fig . 119B; 243, fig. 120C.)
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When it comes to an analysis of how MBA and LBA coumities were organised
and functioned, there is no lively debate simitathte one that surrounds the social
organisation and function of Nuragic sites in Saial{see section 4.1). This is no doubt
partially due to the discrepancy of known sitestmse islands: a handful of cursorily-
published settlements in Sicily compared with heddrin Sardinia, making it much easier
to categorise and compare Nuragic settlementsSialan ones. Because of the relative
scarcity of settlement evidence in Sicily, discassiof social organisation tend to be
characterised by: interpretations of burial evideas reflections of social structures
(Alberti 2006; Leighton 1999: 167-68; Albanese RI6Q2003b: 125-26); over-reliance (by
necessity) on a few well-known settlements, esflgcidapsos (Voza 1985: 550;
Leighton 1999: 150-54; van Wijngaarden 2002: 28&chronic investigations of levels of
contact with extra-insular peoples (Bietti Sesti€88; Tanasi 2004); and discussions of
when certain ‘ethnic’ groups can be discerned énrttaterial record, usually framed within
a model of migration or invasion from other parfishe Mediterranean (Bernabo Brea
1957: 169-70; La Rosa 1989; Tusa 1998a: 284-85mdbe Procelli 2003b: 18). It is only
selectively possible, therefore, to compare samigdnisation between Sicilian sites, such
as common architectural responses, and it is oiéerssary to extend the analysis to
nearby islands (e.g. the above mentioned groundstailarities between Thapsos’

northern habitation zone and | Faraglioni on U3tica

While the burial evidence is certainly plentifulSicily, as a source of evidence for
describing the organisation of communities it imswvhat limited. While it may offer a
glimpse of how a society wishes to be remembeteéslonly a partial glimpse: the
selective strategy of representation for a commuritsub-group thereof (Albanese
Procelli 2003b: 122). The practice of multiple lalsiin single tombs is generally thought
to reflect kinship ties (Leighton 1999: 167), whimbuld perhaps be related to certain
settlement features, such as the compounds nofdthasos and Ustica. Group burials
also may suggest a system of inherited status Ijk@ng1996b: 105). Albanese Procelli
(2003b: 123) has suggested that particularly rchéle burials in the LBA (such as those
at Mulino della Badia in the interior of Cataniautd suggest a process of matrilineal
descent in some communities, though she cauti@tgtits should not be confused with a

matriarchal system of power.

As mentioned above, burial evidence has been asadjtie for the existence of a
social hierarchy in the MBA, although such rankioegomes obscured when looking at

contemporary settlement plans. In the latter, ite abodes are particularly obvious,
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although admittedly power structures are not alwaflected in architectural remains
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 35). Voza (1985: 559) fiaggested that the radically new
central complexes at Thapsos could be interpretedite residences, separate from the
rest of the community, although the finds insidekenthis assignment uncertain, and he
has also posited a more public function for themaza/1973b: 140; Doonan 2001: 179-80;
and see section 3.3.3) The Anaktoron at Pantatisebben described as a “prince’s palace”
(Bernabo Brea 1957: 162-63; 1990: 35), yet thmuigly too grandiose a term for a
building with eight or nine rooms. It is also thelypexposed structure at Pantalica, apart
from the remains of a perimeter wall. It sits al@ameong the cliff face tombs, and it is
uncertain, therefore, if it represents a persoesitience, or should be interpreted as a ritual
building of sorts connected to the necropolis. presence of a foundry, sandstone
moulds, and scrap metal in one of the rooms (QiardP96: 130) may suggest a more
communal, industrial role (Leighton 1996b: 102).

Leighton (1996b) has theorised that MBA and LBAil&io communities reflect
developing chiefdoms, with a turn back to a moraiggyian organisation in the Early Iron
Age. In the MBA and LBA, the hierarchy implied ldyig developing chiefdom can be read
from the unequal burials (tomb elaboration and grgoods), possible dwellings for elite
rulers, a market for foreign, exotic objects, andave towards craft specialisation
(Leighton 1996b: 102, 105). There has also beesulggestion that the economies of this
period were centralised and redistributive, althotigs is based more upon neo-
evolutionary requirements for a chiefdom than gugctic evidence from Sicily (Albanese
Procelli 2003b: 125; Leighton 1996b: 107). Thesefdom communities are often
described as being ‘proto-urban’ (Militello 200884; Albanese Procelli 2003b: 36-37;
Tusa 1999b: 176, 179). This label is usually lefdefined, and seems dependent on
categorising Thapsos (with its more regular compsunomplexes and paved ‘street’
system) as a MBA type-site (Voza 1985: 550), ebengh the complexes discovered
there are unique in Sicily (van Wijngaarden 20038)2 It also requires the assumption that
large (but currently undiscovered) centralised cemities are implied by the large eastern
necropolises of Pantalica, Caltagirone and Desgleighton 1999: 150). A MBA/LBA
proto-urban society also fits in with the generaigaligm of eastern Mediterranean contact
equalling social complexity (Leighton 1996b: 108Jhen such contacts fall off in thé' 1
millennium BC, a retreat to egalitarian villages (gpposed to early states) becomes
inevitable. Beyond Thapsos, though, it is diffidaltsee any proto-urban features in
Sicilian settlements. At best, the other Sicilitessin the MBA and LBA resemble large

villages. As for a connection between involvemangxtra-insular exchange and the
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development of social hierarchies, it is not cleam material evidence alone whether
such contacts helped create elite members of @icilociety, or whether elite membership
was a pre-requisite to involvement in exchange adktsu If the latter, the most a foreign

connection could be said to do is entrench andihegie existing social divisions.
3.2  Temporal Patterns of Connectivity and Range dflaterials Involved

Although there is scattered evidence for contath thie eastern Mediterranean in the EBA
(figure 3.10) at some centres in the central Mediteean (especially the Aeolian Islands
and Vivara), more regular communication with Sialigl not begin until the MBA (1%
century BC). The Aeolian Islands in particular,aohipelago lying just to the north of
Sicily’s north eastern corner, seem to have hadmionous access to Late Helladic pottery
in the Capo Graziano and early Milazzese pericglf@icated by the amount of LH | —

LH IlIAL pottery recovered from the acropolis orphri. The excavations in the 1950s and
1960s (Bernabo Brea and Cavalier 1980) recoveredthvee hundred sherds of Aegean
pottery at Lipari, most of it dating to this eapgriod, although a lesser amount of LH
pottery continued to arrive through the Ausoniapdtiod (12" — 13" centuries BC)

(Taylour 1980: 794-815), perhaps indicating thabselary systems of exchange were
distributing such wares to these islands. Unlilkedituation in eastern Sicily, however, and
similar to the scenario encountered in southety, [fsegean pottery discovered in the
Aeolian Islands has only been found in non-funecamytexts (Blake 2008: 12). Regardless

Figure 3.10: EBA sites in Sicily and the Aeolian Islands w ith imported material. 1. Monte
Grande; 2. Monte Sallia (Castelluccio); 3. Filicudi  ; 4. Salina; 5. Panarea; 6. Lipari.
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of the agents and mechanisms of exchange, theyéfereuld appear that distinct local
choices about what kind of pottery to use and howse it dictated its consumption in the
Aeolian Islands. All of the Aegean pottery from &ipis assumed to be imported, although
only local pottery has undergone petrographic amal{Villiams 1980; Williams and Levi
2008). Along with material from the eastern Med#@ean, Lipari maintained contacts
with the more proximate Italian peninsula and $iailthe EBA (van Wijngaarden 2002:
207), and has even yielded some Nuragic potteaylate Ausonian Il context (Ferrarese
Ceruti 1998: 335), although some have maintairedriégsence on Lipari was due to
Mycenaean intermediaries (Contu 1980: 836).

Aegean pottery is markedly rarer in Sicily thaisiin southern Italy, which could
suggest a drop-off associated with a down-thedixehange pattern (Renfrew and Bahn
2008: 376; Militello 2005: 592), or, as Blake (2008) has suggested, the more desirable
imports had already been traded away by trampisteeaMediterranean merchants on the
(closer) peninsula, and the remaining goods wet@sigood in terms of quantity or
quality. The only Aegean pottery in Sicily that gages the MBA is that found at the site of
Monte Grande on the south coast — interpretedsasietuary associated with the
production of sulphur by its excavator (Castella@89: 423) — during the LH I-1l period
(17" — 18" centuries BC). This is contemporary with the Aegpattery found at Vivara,
off the coast of Campania, and at Filicudi and Liipathe Aeolian Islands (van
Wijngaarden 2002: 204). The excavator at Monte @edmas also claimed that profuse
amounts of Middle Helladic (f8century BC) unglazed plain and painted sherds baea
found (Castellana 1999: 432-33; 2002: 52, 72-7an¥llo 2005: 135), although such an
interpretation has been strongly questioned, watmeer-claims suggesting these sherds
should be dated considerably later (Leighton 2@75;, Blake 2008: 4). It was once
believed that a cup recovered from the Monte Sghoap of tombs at Castelluccio
(Siracusa) was a Middle Helladic import (Tayloub8955), although it has also been
interpreted as a local product (Tusa 1999a: 351),its simple geometric motifs are not
distinct from the local vernacular (Leighton 19941).

It is in the MBA (18" — 13" centuries BC) that an increase in imported potaeny
other objects becomes more evident in Sicily (gBr11). Aegean LH IIIA2 imports
(figure 3.12: A-C) (14 century BC) are well known in the Aeolian islands,Sicily’s east
coast (Bietti Sestieri 1988: 27), and from fouesiin Agrigento. The evidence from that

province, however, is fairly scant: aside from Cateilo (see 3.4.1), the amount of Aegean
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pottery is represented by only one to three sheedsite. Two tombs from Monte

Campanella in Caltanissetta have also producedakepettery, with two almost complete

Figure 3.11: Sites in Sicily and surrounding islands with MBA imports. 1. Monte San
Paolillo; 2. molinello di Augusta; 3. Thapsos; 4. F loridia; 5. Cozzo del Pantano; 6. Siracusa
(Ortygia); 7. Grotta Chiusazza; 8. Milocca (Matrens  a); 9. Ognina; 10. Plemmyrion; 11.
Vendicari; 12. Buscemi; 13. Madre Chiesa; 14. Canna tello (Marina di Girgenti); 15. Milena;
16. Scrinda; 17. Erbe Bianche; 18. Mokarta; 19. Ust ica (I Faraglioni); 20. Filicudi; 21. Salina;
22. Panarea (Punta Milazzese); 23. Lipari.

pots discovered (Vianello 2005: 133). One of th@skrater) is imported; the other (an
amphora of probable 13r 12" century BC date), is a local imitation (Jones head

2004: 173). During the Y4century BC there is also evidence for contact betwSicily

and Malta, particularly in the spread of Borg-ineNapottery (figure 3.12: F) in south-
eastern and southern Sicily (Tanasi 2008). Eleites bave reported Borg-in-Nadur facies
pottery (18" — 12" centuries BC), most significantly at the cemetsfr£ozzo del Pantano
(Siracusa), where one tomb alone has yielded 22isi{&anasi 2008; 40-47; Militello
2005: 589), at Thapsos (Siracusa, and see 3.3)evhiety-five sherds have been
published, nineteen in the settlement and sixtee¢hd tombs (Tanasi 2008: 34-40), and at
Cannatello (Agrigento), where a significant bubéget unpublished amount of Borg-in-
Nadur ware has been uncovered (Levi 2004: 234hdAgrigento area, particularly at the

site of Cannatello, a Cypriot appearance for sohteevimported ware has been noted,
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although Cypriot pottery is also known sporadicailgastern Sicily (figure 3.12: D-E)

(De Miro 1999b: 448; Alberti 2008b). The MBA in 8jicis also noted for pottery
connections with the Aeolian Islands, whose Milaezpottery shares many forms with
both the contemporary Thapsos facies on Sicily,Rmdo-Apennine and Apennine pottery
of the Italian mainland (Alberti 2008a: 55-68, &bll8-22).

Figure 3.12: Selection of MBA - LBA ceramic imports to Sic  ily. A-B: Aegean piriform jar and
alabastron, Thapsos, Tomb D; C: Aegean piriform jar  , Marina di Girgenti (Agrigento); D-E:
Cypriot White Shaved juglet and Base Ring Il jug, T  hapsos, Tomb D; F: Maltese Borg-in-
Nadur jug, Thapsos, Tomb D; G: Sardinian Nuragic as  kos, Pantalica, Tomb 81 South. (A-B,
D-G after Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 165, 168, 169, 206 ; C after Castellana 2002: back cover).

In addition to actual imports, new Thapsos fapetery shapes have been argued
as betraying stylistic influences from Aegean pgttalbeit within local handmade and
burnished-finish traditions (figure 3.13) (TanaBD3: 563). D’Agata (2000: 71-76) noted
two local forms in the Thapsos repertoire which fétiereflected an Aegean influence:
small jugs with narrow shoulder spouts (which stkmpared to a Late Helladic FS 160
‘feeding bottle’), and two-handled deep bowls wiiised bases (compared to the FS 284
deep bowl). To these Aegean derivative shapes A@04: 128-29) has added the small
globular jug (which he compared to the FS 114 g globular water jug (compared to
the FS 87 squat jar with one vertical handle). élethat D’Agata’s comparison of the

Sicilian deep bowl or cup to FS 284 was not appad@iformally or chronologically, and
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preferred a comparison with the Furumark 80 deepded bowl with horizontal handle,
which was present in tomb D at Thapsos (Alberti2®32-33). He also argued that there
were some shapes derived from specifically Cypraitery, like Base Ring | bowls, Proto
Base Ring jugs, and Black Slip Il jugs (Alberti@®® 344-46). The few examples of
incised figurative decoration on Sicilian pots (digure 3.13: C1) are also considered to
be derivations of Aegean or Cypriot painted mdtberti 2004: 133-34). As these MBA
derivatives are definitely local products produbgdSicilian potters, they are not counted
as imports in this study, although the specifitu@nces they represent are considered in
Chapter Five. A more detailed discussion of thegsegderivative pottery found in the

tombs at Thapsos is included in section 3.3.4 below

Figure 3.13: Possible Late Helladic ware shape influences in Thapsos facies pottery. Al:
globular jug with cylindrical neck (Thapsos, Tomb D ); A2: small globular jug FS 114
(Athens, Agora, Tomb 7); B1: globular water jug wit  h vertical handle (Molinello di Augusta,
Rubbish Pit 8); B2: squat jar with vertical handle FS 87 (Mycenae); C1: globular cup with
shallow collar and ringed base (Thapsos, Tomb Al); C2: deep rounded bowl with horizontal
handles FM 80 (Thapsos, Tomb D). (After Alberti 200  4: plate 1X: 6-11.)

Aside from vessels, a few clay figurines have betrpreted as displaying Aegean
affinities, including a miniature chair and two ledbfrom the tombs at Thapsos (figure
3.14: A) (Orsi 1895: 107, 129). Aegean-style arploraorphic figurines are rare, though.
Taylour (1958: 69) mentions two from the museurRatermo that he considered to be

“obvious Mycenaean imitations,” and which have bewme recently labelled as
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Eneolithic figures (Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 69). Tambhropomorphic figures and one
zoomorphic figure were found in Tomb 1 at Thapgossi{ 1895: 95-96), although they are
not particularly close to Aegean examples (figuet3B, C). Still, it should be
acknowledged that such objects are not traditi@nzlian features. Leighton (1999: 141-
42, fig. 69: 1-3) notes the exceptional case ohtywtwo EBA figurines from Monte San
Giuliano (Caltanissetta), but these flatter repnést@gons do not resemble the Thapsos

figures either.

Figure 3.14: Clay figurines. A: Furniture models, Thapsos, Tombs 14, 56; B-C:
anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figures, Thapsos, To mb 1. (After Tanasi 2008: 106, fig. 3:
I; Orsi 1895: plate 1V: 4-5.)

Beyond ceramics, there is only a small amount giorted material found in MBA
levels in Sicily. Amber ‘spacer beads’ have begroreed from a tomb in Plemmyrion
(Siracusa) (Tusa 1999a: 490-91), one amber beaddrtvBA hut in Monte San Paolillo
(Catania) (Tanasi forthcoming), and five beadsva tombs in Thapsos (Orsi 1895: 134;
Voza 1973a: 40). Glass or glass paste beads wsrdalnd in three tombs at Thapsos, as
well as gold jewellery (one tomb), semipreciousst(two tombs), and a boar’s tooth.
Amber is often presented as reflecting a conned¢tidhe Aegean, although it cannot
actually be sourced to the Aegean. The Baltic reggidhe most likely origin for most of
the amber found in Sicily, and if such materialeeat the Mediterranean via the Adriatic
Sea (Negroni Catacchio 1989: 660), as the comnstnitalition of amber in the western
Peloponnese suggests (Harding 1984: 74, 79-80),ttiee is no geographic necessity for

these beads to have been acquired directly frone&egraders. It is possible that central
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Mediterranean agents acted as middle-men in treadmf amber from the Baltic to the
Aegean (Cline 1994: 78). Four amber beads weredf@automb D at Thapsos (Voza
1973a: 40), which also contained gold jewellergsglbeads, and semiprecious stones.
Together, this might indicate trade with the easMediterranean, where these kinds of
materials circulated with greater frequency. As feia multiple inhumation tomb with
forty-nine burials, however, there is no need foy af these items to have been imported
together in one cargo, and they could reflect mpldtorigins. Glass, glass paste, and
faience are often thought to reflect eastern Mewiteean or Near Eastern products,
although Harding’s (1984: 103) study of such olgeaatcentral European contexts
concluded that local manufacture was more likeliclSbeads found in a trading centre

like Thapsos are still more likely to be importst lvould need closer scientific analysis to
determine their origin.

Some finished bronze objects from MBA contextsthoright to represent either
imports or foreign influences in Sicily. Four brengpear or lance heads were found during
19" century AD investigations in the Cannatello afRi&z£o and Orsi 1897: 117-18),
which may be Aegean but are well known all overltezliterranean (Taylour 1958: 77).

Both Cannatello and Thapsos have produced a cappéte ingot fragment, which could

| i
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Figure 3.15: Thapsos Tomb D dagger (A) vs Cypriot (B) and  Sardinian (C) rat-tail tanged
weapons. (After Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 172; Catling  1964: fig. 12; Lo Schiavo et al. 1985: 10,
fig. 3.)
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represent exchange with eastern Mediterranean @esior perhaps a connection to
Sardinia, which was more involved in the circulataf these objects (Giardino 1995:
293). Cannatello has also provided evidence ofiSartdcontact in the form of Nuragic
pottery (Levi 2004: 237). At Thapsos, a bronzewdtth animal figures (figure 3.39) found
in the Capanna Calvo building (not far from thedfipot of the oxhide ingot fragment)
(Voza 1973a: 52) could also be interpreted as ailplesSardinian import (Giardino 1995:
34). Two daggers from tombs 37 and 41 at Thapseos theught to resemble both Aegean
and ltalian examples by Orsi (1895: 122, 125), atldird (from tomb D) is described as a
Thapsos-Pertosa dagger, inspired by the Cypridaiaanged variety (Vianello 2005:
164). This assignment seems overly generous, howas¢he defining feature (i.e., the
rat-tail tang) is not present (figure 3.15). Thaedaf the Thapsos dagger seems more
triangular, like the standard, local Thapsos-Peart@siety (Harding 1984: 250). There
were two short, square iron rods found in tomb @8repsos (Orsi 1895: 127), whose

origin Orsi was unable to determine. They are @hiko be local products in the MBA.

Figure 3.16: Distribution of LBA - EIA imported material i n Sicily and surrounding islands. 1.
Taormina; 2. Catania; 3. Caltagirone; 4. Mineo (Mul ino della Badia); 5. Lentini (Metapiccola);
6. Pantalica; 7. Thapsos (Priold); 8. Siracusa; 9.  Cozzo del Pantano; 10. Cassibile; 11.
Plemmyrion; 12. Grotta di Calafarnia; 13. Noto Anti  ca; 14. Niscemi; 15. Dessueri (Monte
Canalotti); 16. Sabucina; 17. Milena (Caldare, Mont e Campanella); 18. Modica; 19. Polizzello;
20. Morgantina Cittadella; 21. Piazza Armerina; 22.  Enna; 23. Cannatello (Agrigento); 24.
Contrada Anguilla di Ribera; 25. Scrinda; 26. Sant’  Angelo Muxaro (Capreria); 27. Monte
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Finistrelle di Gibellina; 28. Motya; 29. Palermo; 3 0. Lipari; 31. Filicudi; 32. Salina; 33.
Panarea (Punta Milazzese).

During the LBA in Sicily (mid-13 — 10" centuries BC) (figure 3.16), a dramatic
drop-off in Aegean materials is noted in Sicily i@l@on 1999: 187; Blake 2008: 5).
Thapsos may have been unoccupied from about thelenid the 13 century BC (Alberti
2007: 373; see section 3.3.2), while there appeanave been continuous contact at
Cannatello for at least another 50 years (Castgef®2: 131). It has been suggested
thatchanges in the relationship between southalyndind the Aeolian Islands, which
enters its Ausonian phase around 1270 BC, may tliawgpted contacts, or at least the
flow of Aegean materials, to the east coast duttiegatter half of the #3century BC
(Militello 2005: 593). The Ausonian assemblageshlanAeolian Islands show a decided
peninsular influence, possibly related to the mosetof Italic mainland peoples to the
archipelago, and much less evidence for contaiciflolence with Sicily itself (Leighton
1999: 149; Albanese Procelli 2003b: 105). Contativeen the Aegean and southern Italy
did not cease at this time, although much of thge&m-looking pottery in Italy during the
13" century BC was locally manufactured (Joeesl.2005: 541).

Only two sites, Capreria (Agrigento) and Panta{8macusa) have evidence for
eastern Mediterranean-looking pottery in the LBAeTormer has produced a Cypriot LC
[IIA cup in reddish-yellow clay from a tomb (Cadtela 2002: 134; Vianello 2005: 157).
The Pantalica example, a whole jug from tomb 138tfnwest necropolis), is now
considered to be a local imitation (Leighton 199615). As mentioned in the material
overview, Tanasi (2004: 338) has recognised coatimiegean influence in certain shapes
of the Pantalica North facies (figure 3.17), whighfelt indicated prolonged contact with
the Aegean, albeit in the absence of imported Aegedery at this timeCentral
Mediterranean ceramic imports are more plentifahteastern Mediterranean pottery in
the LBA: two sites have yielded Maltese potteryp sites Aeolian or peninsular Italian
pottery, and three sites Sardinian pottery. Thetddal pottery (either late Borg-in-Nadur or
Bahrija facies) comes from Grotta di Calafarniaage site in Siracusa (Tanasi 2008: 29),
and from (a possibly resettled) Thapsos, wherefiiind in context with Cassibile
(Pantalica Ill) facies plumed-ware pottery in tlemtal habitation zone (Militello 2004a:
317; Voza 1973b: 154). A multi-chambered kernosgkfund inside a hut at
Metapiccola near Lentini (Siracusa) (Albanese RAio2@03b: 51) is reminiscent of similar
pots from Lipari of 11 — 10" centuries BC (Ausonian II) date (Leighton 19991 1.

99: 8). An unspecified amount of pottery found ut b1 at Scrinda (Agrigento) has been

compared to both Late Apennine peninsular and Aiasoihcapeduncolevare (Spatafora
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2001: 147; Bernabo Brezt al. 1994: 36). Albanese Procelli (2003b: 47) felt fhidicated
contacts between Scrinda and eastern Sicily, wiachbeen absorbing peninsular

influences from the beginning of the LBA.
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D2

E2 .
A-

Fo

F1

Figure 3.17: Comparison of Pantalica North vs Aegean potte  ry shapes. Al1-2: Pantalica North
amphora and Aegean amphora FS 58; B1-2: Pantalica N orth hydra and Aegean hydra FS 64;
C1-2: Pantalica North strainer jug and Aegean strai  ner jug FS 155; D1-D2: Pantalica North
plate and Aegean plate FS 208; E1-E2: Pantalica Nor th askos and Aegean askos FS 195; F1-
2: Pantalica North cover and Aegean cover FS 335. ( After Tanasi 2004: 362, fig. 4.)

Most of the evidence for extra-insular contactie LBA comes from tombs:
personal items in bronze and other metals, gladsarber beads, and small amounts of
ivory. While the identification of many of thesents as imports may be reasonably
secure, based on either their scarcity in Siciltherexotic nature of their raw materials,

any specific source is often only assumed. For @k@ngold rings (figure 3.18) are

Figure 3.18: Gold rings found in Sicily. A, C: Montagna di Caltagirone (Catania) spiral and
eye motifs; B: Monte Dessueri, Monte Canalotti necr  opolis (Caltanissetta) plain almond-
shaped bezel; D: Pantalica South necropolis (Siracu  sa) eye motif. (After Tanasi 2006: plates
IX, XII; Panvini 2001: 501, fig. 21; Marazzi and Tu sa 2001: 195.)
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commonly interpreted as evidence for continuedacinwith the eastern Mediterranean
(Militello 1991: 19-20), and have been found aefMBA burial sites: Montagna di
Caltagirone (Catania) (Tanasi 2006: 104-105); Dessind Milena (Caltanissetta)

(Panvini 2001: 501; Militello 1991); Contrada Anliaidi Ribera (Agrigento) (Panvini

1986: 114); and Pantalica (Siracusa) (Marazzi amhR001: 195). The rings take
different forms: plain bands; eye motifs; interlouk spirals; a fish; an undecorated,
almond-shaped bezel ; and a serpentine ring. Vgbile jewellery is not likely a local
product on Sicily, there are only “generic paralldb the eastern Mediterranean (Leighton
1999: 178), so any prolonged Aegean contact ilLB#% is not specifically supported by
this evidence. Cultraro (2005: 104), in fact, betie that investigations of gold production
and consumption in Sicily should consider the galtaomplexes of southwest Spain and
the Balearic Islands as potential sources of bathriological transfers, and raw materials.
In a similar vein, beads made of various matetieésamber, ivory, glass paste, or bone
may indeed be evidence for extra-insular trade,dsimentioned above with regards to the
MBA instances of these materials, the identityhaf trade partner is obscure, and such
objects may pass through many hands both beforaftéerdreaching Sicilian shores. Only
a very few exotic objects have more certain promeces in LBA Sicilian contexts, such as
the Egyptian steatite scarab found in a poorlyemesd building near Monte Finestrelle di
Gibellina (Trapani) (De Cesare and Gargini 1992)3How many separate exchanges are

represented by such an object in Sicily, howewedjfficult to assess.

Figure 3.19: Bronze bowls from Capreria (Agrigento) (top), and Enkomi, Cyprus (bottom).
(After Castellana 2002: 135, fig. 61; Catling 1964: fig. 17: 10.)
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Bronze imports from the eastern Mediterranean té IScily are not abundant.
Possible Cypriot objects include two bronze bowlsnid at Capreria (figure 3.19, top), in
the same tomb as the LC llIA cup (Castellana 20@32; Vianello 2005: 157), two more
found in a tomb at Caldare (Caltanissetta), andfimme Monte Campanella, in the same
tomb as the locally made Aegean-looking amphorarf®ilo 2005: 133). There is some
uncertainty, however, over the assignment of a i@yprovenience for some of these
bronze bowls. Bernabo Brea (1957: 132) felt thed@ad bowls were Mycenaean imports,
while Taylour (1958: 76) felt the basic hemispharghape of one of them “could have
been produced anywhere”. The other Caldare bowa ,adthe examples from Capreria,
and the Monte Campanella bowl, however, all havéozd handles and smaller, stepped
bases, which do have a certain formal resemblantavier’ bowls found at Enkomi
(figure 3.19, bottom). Bronze mirrors from Pantajitound in four tombs from the north,
north-west, and south-west necropolises, have bempared to both Aegean and Cypriot
prototypes (Leighton 1999: 178). They come in thyaséeties: lacking a tang, but with
rivet holes; with a long narrow tang; and with arshwider tang (Lo Schiavet al. 1985:
28-29). Also from Pantalica, a bird-headed handieglger (Tomb 68 North) and knife
(Tomb 8 North), both with ivory handles, have beempared to a knife found in a tomb

in Perati (east coast of Attica) (Tanasi 2004: 3#igure 3.20). The actual similarity is not

Figure 3.20: Knives and daggers with bird-headed handles. A: Perati, Greece; B: Pantalica,
Tomb 8 North; C: Pantalica, Tomb 68 North; D: Wacko nig; E: Hungary. (After Bouzek 1985:
149, fig. 74; Tanasi 2004: 363, fig. 5: A.)
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that striking (Harding 1975: 199): the Perati exéarpms an in-turned head with the ‘bill’
also attached to the handle, while the Pantalicgpaes both have heads that look away
from the blade. A closer parallel seems to be exhmples from Wackonig (southern
Austria), and Hungary (Bouzek 1985: 149, fig. 74)5although none of these
comparanda have handles made of ivory. Violin-bibwlée, such as those found in tombs
at Pantalica and Cozzo del Pantano (Siracusa) bmayported from the Aegean (Tanasi
2004: 343), although mainland Italy is also intetpd as possible source for these objects,
if not a wider Mediterraneakoine (Bietti Sestieri 2001: 484; Leighton 1999: 178s&u
1999a: 575).

Finished bronze objects in LBA Sicily seem to irmde&emore communication and
exchange with the central and western Mediterragriban the Aegean or Cyprus. For
example, Giardino (1995: 200-205) notes a cerigie df flat trunnion axe (a flat axe with
projecting lateral points), which appears in 10 LBi&ilian contexts. While he credits an
original Aegean source for this shape, this is auolgported by seven examples, many with
uncertain dates (Harding 1975: 184-86). Bouzek%1981) claimed such axes originated

in the Near East and Anatolia. Much more strikinglee distribution map (figure 3.21),

Figure 3.21: Distribution of flat trunnion axes in the cen tral and western Mediterranean.
(After Giardino 1995: 204, fig. 95.)
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however, are the twenty-nine examples from theidibePeninsula (and a further three
from intermediary Sardinia and Formentera) whicluldseem to indicate that it was
communication and exchange between the westeroentchl Mediterranean that
influenced the development of this axe (Giardin@3.204, fig. 95; Cultraro 2005: 104).
There are also bronze forms from six sites thatesmt Sardinian imports or influences,
including double axes from Catania and Taorminaif@no 1995: 293), two Nuragic
bronzetti figures (Rowland 1987; Lilliu 1945: 4&)flanged axe with raised bands
(Giardino 1992: 307) also known from earlier, allfewer Italian contexts (Carancini
1982: 158), and lastly the above mentioned broadenith animal figures from Thapsos
(Bernabo Brea 1970: 144). This last object is unfwately the only one of these possible

Sardinian imports for which we have an archaeokigiontext (see 3.3.3).

As mentioned in the material overview section, IBicimetallurgy shared many
forms with peninsular Italian metal working in thBA (Leighton 1999: 207). This shared
tradition is not particularly evident in the databawhere only one site — Sabucina
(Caltanissetta), which yielded fragments of castiraulds for an Italian-type sword
(Albanese Procelli 1996: 122, 128) — is descriéed potential Italian import (in this case,
an imported technology). The problem is uncertaintgny Sicilian bronze forms are so
similar to Italian ones, and at the same time astgul, that it is impossible to distinguish
between imports and local productions. For exanpiardino (1995: 245) notes the
difficulty in determining the origin of the serpere fibula with curved pin, which appears
in over one hundred mainland contexts, and numeBaian ones. These fibulae are too
formally similar to distinguish a Sicilian varietsom a peninsular Italian one, and as a
result certain instances of these objects in Sitiliontexts may be Italian imports (and
vice-versa), but are indistinguishable from locaducts. This is also the case for the
shaft-hole axe (Giardino 2000: 103). It is perhapsstrictly necessary in these cases to be
able to distinguish either imports from local proth) or to determine whether the origin
for any particular form was in Sicily or the main¢éa The common forms themselves

indicate a close connection between these regionsgithe LBA.

By the end of the LBA and beginning of the Iron Agew connections can be
detected in bronze forms shared between Sicilytl@d\tlantic coast of Spain, Portugal,
and France (Giardino 2000: 104), and even as fay@as England, Ireland, and Scotland,
albeit in only a few cases, such as palstavesloaztnge-shaped profiles (Giardino 1995:
324). More recently there has been a proposabthabnze implement found in the
English Channel was a Sicilian plough shoe (NeedaathGiardino 2008: 61-62), adding



98

to the growing corpus of materials that indicatertapping bronze networks from the

central Mediterranean to the Atlantic.

Beyond movable objects, foreign influence, andna¢$ presence, has been
interpreted in certain architectural remains in MBAd LBA Sicily. As mentioned in the
overview of Sicilian materials, this involves bdtmerary structures (so-call¢blos
tombs), and in two instances (Thapsos’ centraltaibn complexes and the Anaktoron at
Pantalica) presumed dwellings. Timelostombs (figure 3.22) are defined as having
circular or sub-circular plans, arched or pointeilimgs with or without indents, benches
along the walls, occasionally corbelled masonryadthe entrances, and often dromos-
type paths leading up to the forecourts (Leight®89t 168). There are no standardised
plans, although this also matches Aegean rockitamder tombs, which have substantial
varieties in form (Tomasello 2004: 189). Althoughil&an scholars commonly refer to
both rock-cut chamber tombs in Sicily and the Aegastholostombs, this should not be
confused with the better known subterranean, sbarlétholostombs — also called
‘beehive’ tombs — which are significantly differantscale, labour investment,
construction technique, chronology, and practiogslived (Dickinson 1994: 222-27). The
use of a regular unit of measure and some geonrefiiements are held as further proof
of the Aegean influence in such tombs, and cedellars have posited the presence of
foreign architects (Tomasello 1995-1996: 258; Mild 2004a: 322, 325). While many of
these features have EBA Sicilian precedents, tdwivergence has been argued to
represent a closer contact with the Aegean wordrevthere was not only an economic,
but also an ideological exchange during the MBAidhton 1999: 168).

Figure 3.22: Rock-cut * tholos’ chamber tombs from Sicily and the Aegean. A-B: Mo  linello di
Augusta (Siracusa), tombs 1893.4 and 1893.2, plan a nd section; C: Volimidia (western
Peloponnese), Tomb 6 South, plan and section; D: Pa  risata (Cephalonia), tomb, plan and
section. (After Tomasello 1995-1996: 162, fig. 92; 207, fig. 119; 214, fig. 124.)
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Others have dismissed any connection to Aegean tamsiruction and practice.
The rock-cut tomb (of any shape) has been a loegfablished feature of central
Mediterranean funerary customs than any placedre#istern Mediterranean, with the
earliest examples coming from southern Italy andtd/@Vhitehouse 1972: 275). Dome-
roofed chambers are known as early as the Neofihiod in Italy, and become standard
in the following Copper Age (Whitehouse 1972: 276)Sardinia, Late Neolithic rock cut
tombs (calledlomus de janas ‘fairy houses’) are very common features, witlerov
twenty-five hundred examples known (Webster 1999: i Sicily itself, the EBA
Castelluccio rock-cut tombs have been charactedseaikial and symmetrical (Maniscalco
McConnell 1996: 86), perhaps even incorporatingudimentary unit of measure”
(McConnell 1992: 35). Rather than the imitatiorsome eastern form, Albanese Procelli
(2003b: 57) has suggested tttaalostombs actually re-create typical Sicilian homes,
where the change from circular to square tombsexctite change in domestic structures
in the LBA/EIA. With regards to thiholosstyle tombs specifically, the presence of a
central cavity in the roof could be seen as eithexpresentation of aypaionopening,
which in huts would allow for the ventilation ofdr¢h smoke, or simply a crown-like
projection that the huts may have had, if we actieptepresentation of such
superstructures seen in later miniature hut reptatiens (figure 3.23) (Albanese Procelli
2003b: 57).

Figure 3.23: A 7" — 6" centuries BC model hut from shrine at Polizzello (  Caltanissetta).
(After Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 225.)
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Whether we accept any Aegean influence in thes&samnot, their distribution
indicates they were not the dominant style of roaktomb in either MBA Sicily or LBA
Greece. In fact, the number of examples providezhirh area actually favours a Sicilian
origin. Tomasello (1995-1996: Appendix |) listedrtyreight examples of Siciliatholos
tomb, with only twenty-nine instances of this totgpe on the Greek mainland and in
Cephalonia (Tomasello 1995-1996: Appendix Il). fiede totals we can now add the more
recent discoveries of thréleolostombs near Milena (Caltanissetta) (Tomasello 20&iJl
twenty-severtholostombs in Ragusa (Militello 2004b; Rizzoaeal.2004), bringing the
Sicilian total up to sixty-eight, more than doutile Aegean amount. This leads to an
interpretive paradox: the more Sicilitholoi are found, the more it suggests a deeper,
penetrative Mycenaean influence in MBA Sicilianistg for certain scholars (e.qg.
Militello 2004b: 294), instead of a more straightfiard interpretation that we are in fact
dealing with a widespread Sicilian practice, whigtveloped over centuries of
constructing rock-cut tombs, and eventually ledeometric refinements and more
consistent execution. What still might be considexeidence of foreign-inspired practice
are the cist-like trenches containing four burfalsnd in Tomb 29 at Thapsos (Orsi 1895:
116), which is a practice known in the Aegean,ibutot a typical Sicilian MBA practice
(Taylour 1958: 69).

Perhaps a more fruitful area for discussing for@igrhitectural influences can be
seen in the non-burial structures of the Anakt@bRantalica, and the central habitation
zone complexes (A, B, and C) at Thapsos (figur24 8nd 3.32). These constructions are
more rigidly rectilinear than earlier or contempgr&icilian settlement buildings, and
involve sequences of rooms arranged axially. Tlhewoof the Thapsos complexes also
frame unroofed courts. Much of the discussion eséhbuildings has involved assessments
of the amount of influence provided by eastern NMedinean peoples (e.g. the possible
presence of Aegean or Cypriot architects — Milt&lD05: 589; Tomasello 2004), rather
than whether any influence is strictly necessariil®VTomasello (2004: 206-208) noted
that foreign input was needed only for the planrohthe Thapsos complexes, since the
execution seems to have followed traditional Sicilconstruction methods (c.f. Militello
2004a: 318, and section 3.3.3), he felt that th@iaced masonry techniques used in the

Anaktoron at Pantalica (figure 3.24) required bemthAegean architect and Aegean labour.

It has been suggested that the Anaktoron is agtaalearly Medieval structure
(Messina 1993: 61; Leighton 1999: 157), and theesémy advanced technology
interpreted is a by-product of the building notdrejing to the Bronze Age. The
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stratigraphic investigation of this building, hoveeydoes appear to confirm a Bronze Age
date (Vianello 2005: 75; Bernabo Brea 1990: 77e@htra Albanese Procelli 2003b:
41,43, who maintains that there is no relationgihgven between the walls of the
Anaktoron and the levels containing Bronze Age miafe Tomasello (2004: 212) has also
suggested that a Linear B document provides evalehthe existence of Aegean itinerant
architects, who acted independently of the Mycengedace centres: a tablet from Pylos
(PY An 20) describes a masonry supervisor as abgémut leave (TOKODOMO APEO

/ «e# .. =eA1). In such a scenario, these artisans are imagisedhnting to flee the too

stringent palatial control of Mycenaean centres.

Figure 3.24: The Anaktoron at Pantalica (Siracusa), plan.  (After Bernabo Brea 1990: 74, fig.
7))

While the question of specific foreign influences@mewhat obscure (see 3.3.3 below),
Doonan (2001: 161) is correct in emphasising tbiegifin ideas should not be interpreted
as “a passive process of absorbing outside idéastéad, he stressed the importance of
developing social competition within communitiessasult of material or physical
contact with outsiders, which led to the formalatof settlement spaces. Given that local
labour is believed to have been used for the Tlepsmplexes, the question of whether a
professional Aegean or Cypriot architect was syricecessary should still be an open
guestion. These complexes, although certainly sgoring an original plan for MBA

Sicily, are not especially complicated, particulasihen placed alongside of the plans of
the Mycenaean citadels and Cypriot urban centregioh they are commonly compared
(figure 3.25). If the local population of Thapsoasiexposed to ideas about the
organisation of space provided by maritime merchamit just from the eastern

Mediterranean but the Aeolian Islands and souttiaiy as well (Vianello 2005: 93), or
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were themselves aware of other types of complearugdanning via their own travels, it
does not seem inconceivable for the complexes apgds to have been buahdplanned

by locals.

Figure 3.25: Architectural comparanda to Thapsos complexes . A: Pyla Kokkinokremmos
(Cyprus), complexes A-C; B: Maa Palaeokastro (Cyprus), Building II; C: Pylos (southwest
Peloponnese), central Palace area with megaron. (Af  ter Tomasello 2004: 204, figs. 14, 16;
Dickinson 1994: 156, fig. 5.31.)

Now that a general picture of Sicilian MBA and LBw®aterials has been given, and a
survey of the foreign objects and influences hanh@esented, a closer examination of
specific instances of cultural encounters follostasting with the key coastal centre of
Thapsos. The focus then shifts the centre and ofeéke island, to analyse both Cannatello

and the region as a whole.

3.3  Thapsos

3.3.1 Overview

Thapsos has been the site of human activity froleaast the Early Bronze Age, although it
is not until the MBA that it becomes the ‘nameéedior eastern Sicily, based on the
materials found in its tombs (van Wijngaarden 229). Much has been made of the
eastern Mediterranean materials found at Thapsastie site is certainly well positioned

to exploit connections with maritime traders comirggn the east. It is located on the
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Figure 3.26: South-eastern Sicily, showing the location of Thapsos in relation to other MBA
and LBA sites. (After Bernabo Brea 1990: 42, fig. 4 )

Magnisi Peninsula on Sicily’s east coast (figu263, in the middle of a large gulf framed
by the Augusta peninsula to the north and Siratuiae south (Tusa 1999a: 471) (figure
3.27). Thapsos would have provided decent anchsriagés two natural harbours, found

on the north and south leeward coasts (Vianell®2@64) (figure 3.28).

Figure 3.27: Location of Thapsos in the Gulf of Augusta, s  howing the coastal terrain. Inset:
location on Sicily’s east coast.
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As such, the site has been posited as an emporidiraacording to a few scholars,
founded or controlled by foreigners (Holloway 1986:87; Kilian 1983: 93; Bietti
Sestieri 1988: 40).

Figure 3.28: Satellite image of the peninsula of Thapsos| ooking west, showing its two
natural harbours.

The site has two principal quarters: the first casgad of three settlement zones; and
the second of three, less cohesive groupings é&fcattombs (figure 3.29). The
residential quarters at Thapsos, covering an drahaut 1000 x 300m, are found to the
east of the isthmus, on the western side of thnpela. They have been divided into: the
central habitation zone (involving rectilinear cdexes), the northern settlement zone
(with its compound-style of organisation) (Alban&secelli 2003b: 37), and just to the

Figure 3.29: Thapsos, overall groundplan. A: Capanna Calvo building; B: northern
settlement zone; C: central habitation area; D: rem ains of ‘fortification’ walls. (After
Castellana 2002: 140, fig. 63.)
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northwest of this area, a separate building callaganna Calvo (Bernabo Brea 1970:
142). These built-up areas are well positionediait the two harbours. The more
exposed promontory contains about three hundred igR-cut chamber tombs.
Excavations in the fcentury AD focussed on these tombs, while invasitgs in the
1960s and 1970s largely concentrated on the settieareas near the isthmus (Voza
1973b; van Wijngaarden 2002: 229, n. 1).

Just as Thapsos facies pottery has been usedetotthatr stratigraphic sequences in
Sicily, particularly on the east coast, Thapsadfitsas been held up as a type site for both
Middle and Late Bronze Age settlements in Sicilyd &or the types of extra-insular
contact Sicily had (D'Agata 2000: 62; Malosgteal. 1992: 174). As van Wijngaarden
(2002: 206) has argued, however, Thapsos is natalypf the kind of settlements that
have been found in any part of the island, pasidylits 2% and & occupational phases
(Vianello 2005: 164), and its idiosyncratic architee is more commonly compared to
extra-insular examples (Tusa 1999a: 477; Doonaid:2D00). Thapsos is also unusual in
that eastern Mediterranean pottery has been fouhdth funerary and domestic contexts,
going against a general eastern Sicilian trendio svares being restricted to funerary
contexts. The residential sherds have not beernghgal, however, so nothing can be said
of their amount, form or specific context (Militel2004a: 306, n. 44). More recently, there
have also been discussions regarding the preséialtese pottery in both the tombs and
the settlements (Tanasi 2008: 34-47; Leighton 1999; Blakolmer 2005: 658-59). This
pottery is actually more abundant in the habitaticea than Aegean or Cypriot wares (van
Wijngaarden 2002: 235; Tanasi 2008: 38-40).

In addition to actual imported pottery, there iglence of locally made ‘Aegean-
derivative pottery,’ involving certain Aegean oript “formal elements” being
incorporated into pottery that is handmade in tloal tradition (D'Agata 2000: 64; Tanasi
2005: 563-64). These foreign or foreign-inspiredegahowever, represent only a small
part of the ceramic assemblage at Thapsos, balieitombs and in the settlement (van
Wijngaarden 2002: 230). Beyond ceramics, certaitahodbjects are thought to have been
imported, including a bronze cup and bronze weafdianello 2005: 164; Militello
2004a: 309), iron rods (Orsi 1895: 127) and anaimgot fragment (Giardino 1995: 31).
Amber, gold, and glass beads (all from the tombshd out the category of probable
extra-insular objects found at the site (Albertd@0381, table 2).
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3.3.2 Chronology

Chronologically, the tombs have been dated basdateopresence of Aegean pottery. The
northern and central habitation areas have beededivnto three phases of occupation by
Voza, based not so much on stratigraphic excavdbiatrather on architectural styles, the
spatial relationship of certain structures to eattier, and occasionally, by local pottery
that can be compared to similar forms in the torahg, then assigned a date based on its
association with Aegean pottery (Voza 1973b: 1A8)the tombs follow the typical MBA
Sicilian practice of having multiple burials, thdydhe chronological association between

local and Aegean shapes may not be particularhy.tig

Figure 3.30: Two principal chronological schemes for Thaps os’ settlement areas. (After
Alberti 2007: 373, table 1.)

There are currently two competing chronologicalesobs for the settlement areas at
Thapsos (figure 3.30). The first one described exe created by the excavator, Giuseppe
Voza. Voza's Phase 1 (figure 3.31) is represenyeloidbh the northern habitation zone
with its compounds, as well as the round huts Extat the central habitation area. These
compounds involved enclosed spaces containinglairbuts, open courtyard areas, and
one or two out-buildings of sub-rectangular shdpeopan 2001: 177, fig. 5a). This kind
of layout has broad parallels in other MBA set#gns, both in Sicily (Monte Castellazzo

di Poggioreale, Sabucina), and on other nearbgdslée.g. Ustica, Panarea, Lipari)
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(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 37, 41, fig. 6; Hollowayd Lukesh 2001: 14; Doonan 2001:
175-76). This similarity may reflect common socmmromic practices for these
settlements, such as the keeping of animals, mainggsmall gardens, or any domestic
activity better suited to outdoor practice (Albam@&socelli 2003b: 37-38; Doonan 2001:
180). The round huts commonly had central heaahsyell as an inner ring of timber
supports suggested by extant postholes (Voza 1948h:Tusa 1999a: 473-74). The
presence of “a few” Late Helladic sherds has begonted in context with this phase, but
specifically where and in what context is never timered (Leighton 1999: 152; van
Wijngaarden 2002: 230). Almost all of the stratjgrec pottery is local, and includes forms
that may owe some influence to Borg-in-Nadur wartgpy from Malta (Voza 1973b:
148; Leighton 1999: 152; Tanasi 2008: 69). Vozadahis initial occupation to the 15-
14" centuries BC, based on certain local pottery shagech had parallels in tombs that
also contained LH I11A1-2 pottery (Alberti 2007: 36

Figure 3.31: Thapsos, Phase 1 (Voza): 1450 — 1300 BC; Phas e | (Alberti): 1450 — 1400 BC.

Phase 2 (figure 3.32) displays strong cultural iooiitly with the preceding period
(Tusa 1999a: 475), although there is a clear actutal departure with the construction of
the rectilinear courtyard complexes in the certedditation zone. These buildings
represent the period of most intensive contact feiteign traders, and are dated by Voza
to the late 1% — mid 11" centuries BC. The layout is strikingly differenofn both the
previous phase, as well as any known contempord@ lgr LBA settlements in the

central Mediterranean (Doonan 2001: 174). This pkam is often referred to as proto-
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urban (e.g. Leighton 1999: 147; Alberti 2007: 36Hljitello 2004a: 304), given the more

regular street organisation. For Voza, Phase 2algascharacterised by the abandonment

Figure 3.32: Thapsos, Phase 2 (Voza): 1300 — 1050 BC.

of the northern habitation zone,although he dichaekedge a continuity of use for
some of the circular huts within the central hatwtazone (Voza 1973b: 141). Phase 1 and
2 were both at least partially contemporary with thmbs found across a wide stretch of
the peninsula, in the north, central, and southyesapings, and perhaps also with the nine
jar burials found in the central group (van Wijngien 2002: 229). These jar burials are
not a common Sicilian feature, and some scholars hasociated them with the LBA
arrival of groups from the Aeolian Islands or pesuilar Italy (Albanese Procelli 2003b:
68-69; Leighton 2005: 278). They contained no ggeeds, making precise dating
difficult.

Finally, Phase 3 (figure 3.33) is represented bsn@lex C, a few square rooms in
the central habitation zone that do not follow $hene orientation as the Phase 2
complexes (Voza 1973b: 154), and the Capanna @all@ing (Bernabo Brea 1970). The
square rooms and Complex C have yielded Pantdli@@dssibile) plumed-ware pottery
of the mid 11" — 10" centuries BC. Given what he felt was an uninteedsuccession of
levels, without evidence of abandonment, Voza psepgdhat occupation was continuous
throughout these three phases, thereby placing@dpef co-existence between coastal
Thapsos and the mountain necropolis of Pantalicagithe LBA (mid 13 — mid 11"
centuries BC) (La Rosa 2004: 27).
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Figure 3.33: Thapsos, Phase 3 (Voza), and re-occupation ph  ase (Alberti): post-1050 BC.

Since no detailed stratigraphy has been publisbedtiapsos, this 3 phase system
has been questioned by other scholars. In pantjcdtza’s insistence on the
contemporaneous existence of Thapsos and Pantakcheen challenged (Albanese
Procelliet al.2004: 313; La Rosa 2004: 27). While some Thapasoie$ pottery had been
found at Pantalica, stratigraphically below PantaliNorth pottery, no corresponding
Pantalica | ware has been found on the coast (AB@07: 364; La Rosa 2004: 27).
Furthermore, no LH IlIC imports have been recovdreth Thapsos, which would be
unusual for a coastal emporium supposedly occupiedighout the 12century BC.
Bernabo Brea (1990: 29) hypothesised that thereawvasment of coastal abandonment
during the early 1B century BC, in the face of threats by peninsukyes, albeit only a
virtual threat with no actual invasion, unlike lretAeolian archipelago (La Rosa 2004:
28).

Alberti (2004, 2007) has more recently revised libéhrelative chronology of
Thapsos facies pottery and the occupational phlasEsapsos. Relying not only on the
data supplied by pottery found in the tombs at Fbapbut those of the major necropolises
throughout the Siracusa region, he has soughettea more robust relative sequence for
local wares based on common associations of Ibegdes. Voza, on the other hand, only
relied on comparisons between the settlement gadteFhapsos and the pottery in the
tombs at that site (Alberti 2007: 369). With hismmoefined sequence, Alberti then
examined the local pottery found in the settlenagats at Thapsos, to test out how well

Voza's three phase model fit with the new datesgaed. While he agreed with Voza’'s
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architectural progression of round huts, rectilime@mplexes, and then re-aligned square

rooms, the length of occupation for these vari@aures was re-evaluated.

Unlike Voza, who proposed continuous habitatiomtapsos from the MBA until
the LBA Cassibile period, Alberti (2007: 373) beks that the site was abandoned after
the mid 1% century BC, and only partially re-occupied durthg Cassibile period. He
based this gap in occupation on the two above meedi observations: the lack of LH IlIC
imports (and possibly LH 111B2 as well, accordirghis scheme —Alberti 2007: 373), and
the lack of Pantalica | (North) pottery (mid™:3 11" centuries BC). The first observation
is a somewhat problematic criterion for assumigg in occupation on its own. The lack
of LH 1IC imports need only mean a decline in tunsumption of Aegean pottery during
this period, rather than outright abandonment. L8 pottery is not found anywhere else
in Sicily either, though, so if the connection beém its presence and active settlement was
that direct, we must posit that no coastal siteeweecupied at this time. The second
criterion, the absence of Pantalica | North pot&ryhapsos, however, represents a more
serious challenge to Voza's claim of continuousitadibn. It was a prominent local style,
found not only at the nearby Pantalica necropblis,also farther west at Caltagirone and
Monte Dessueri (Bernabo Brea 1957: 151; Leightad®01475, fig. 92); therefore, its
complete absence from the more proximate Thapsasusual. Voza's argument, that the
Thapsos facies represents a chronological indicatuite Pantalica | pottery is merely a
regional style, is unconvincing. As Thapsos is tedaon the southeast coast (i.e. in the
same basic region as Pantalica — see figure 3I#6absence of Pantalica | pottery is still
significant, regardless of whether it reflects aoctological indicator, or simply a regional
style. More recently, however, Pantalica | potteag been found in the west of Sicily
(Spatafora 2001: 143), which would seem to chabethg notion that it was regionally

restricted.

Alberti’'s (2007: 373) revised occupational phasegppse four periods of
occupation. His Phase I, roughly contemporary ¢oltH 11A1 period (late 18 century
BC), involves both the northern habitation zone pounds and circular huts in the central
settlement, in agreement with the first half of ¥&zPhase 1 (fig. 3.31). While Voza'’s
sequence involves an abandonment of the northéaitatian zone following the
construction of the central settlement complexesiadl 1300 BC, Alberti’s chronology
allows for a significant period of co-habitationr these areas, based on the presence of
similar Thapsos pottery shapes in both zones (AlBB0O7: 368-69). In the Alberti

chronology, the central complexes are constructatld first half of the 2 century BC
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(the beginning of his Phase Il), and both areagsaménuously occupied until his proposed
abandonment of Thapsos by 1270 BC (Alberti 2007-382). There are no architectural
differences between Alberti’s Phase Il and 11l ¢iig 3.34) — the latter is simply the
continuation of Phase I, distinguished by Thapstpes that are more commonly
associated in Sicilian tombs with LH IlIB1 pottehan LH [IA2.

Figure 3.34: Thapsos, Phases II-1ll (Alberti): 1380 — 1270 BC.

The occupational hiatus following Alberti’'s Phaleéd the major discrepancy
between the two chronological frameworks. Followangughly two hundred year gap,
Alberti proposes a re-occupation of Thapsos imtie: 11" century BC, involving the
construction of new square rooms, and a re-useofplex C (Alberti 2007: 372). Thus
Voza’'s Phase 3 and Alberti’'s (unnumbered) finalgghare identical (figure 3.33). The
only difference is Voza's phase continues direotiyafter his Phase 2, while Alberti’s
phase follows a period of abandonment. The Paatéli€Cassibile pottery which dates the
re-use of Complex C and the new square roomsassaisplemented by the presence of
later Maltese Bahrija ware pottery. Neither of thego wares has been found in the tombs
at Thapsos (Alberti 2007: 373). This might lendgiito the notion of a break in
occupation at Thapsos, where the re-occupationeo$ettlement did not coincide with a
re-use of the necropolis, and thereby making ahefrock-cut tombs of MBA date.
Furthermore, if the plumed decoration that is aatiristic feature of Cassibile era
pottery is regarded as a peninsular influencefjteshted to the movement of peoples
from Italy into Sicily during the 11 century BC (Leighton 1999: 216; Albanese Procelli
2003h: 87-88), this may also indicate that Thapsas re-settled, following an

occupational hiatus, by a new group of people.
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While Alberti’s relative sequence is still too dedent upon a handful of
associations with Late Helladic pottery in the 8irsa necropolises, his attempt to find
more robust associations of local shapes, and tdiphological changes that occur within
the Thapsos facies, is certainly long overdue. ésdattempt to verify his relative
sequence via central Mediterranean criteria: tieegnce of similar pottery in better
stratified Milazzese contexts (Alberti 2004: 12xhich does seem to support his proposed
sequence (Alberti 2006: 373, n. 22). Alberti’s refied sequence of occupation does not
address Voza’s claim that there is no occupatibredk in the stratigraphy, and therefore
continuous habitation. It is impossible to asshissdlaim, however, until the site’s

stratigraphy has been properly published.

This chronological discrepancy does not signifibaatfect the present study. Either
the site was abandoned, and there is nothing tusksregarding the impact of culture
contact for the LBA, or it was not connected toraxhsular networks, and this lack of
imports hinders any discussion of consumption afidence. One exception to this could
be continued contact within the central Meditereaneespecially with Malta.
Unfortunately, the relative sequence and absolatesdfor Borg-in-Nadur ware are too
broad to judge the presence or absence of a twdrédryear gap. In fact, there is no
autonomous system for dating Borg-in-Nadur waretsasarly phase of production has
been dated based on its presence at Thapsos (ABeit: 369). As for the discrepancy in
construction dates for the central complexes, itheylear gap between Voza’'s and
Alberti’'s chronology does not prevent an analy$ipassible foreign contact. In both
periods (i.e. mid or late f4century BC) there are examples of Aegean pottetyl (A2
and B1) in the tombs (van Wijngaarden 2002: 238h sliscussion of foreign influence is

equally valid regardless of the precise date.
3.3.3 Residential Quarters

The living settlements at Thapsos are found nearstihmus, where a slightly raised rocky
cliff shelters them from eastern winds (Tusa 1999&). Imported objects date from all
phases of habitation at Thapsos, even though tikeobthe evidence comes from tombs.
Still, the presence of Maltese pottery in the restal zones, and the architectural styles
employed, both allow for a discussion of the impadbreign materials and practices in

the living quarters.

Architecturally, the earliest phase of habitatioifBapsos is represented both by the

northern zone compounds and the circular buildindee central zone. These
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constructions seem to follow established Siciliaiiding practices from the EBA, and
similar contemporary settlements can be propogddast in a general way, such as |
Faraglioni on Ustica, or Punta Milazzese on Pan@eanan 2001: 176, fig. 4). This
similarity may reflect communication between suettlsments, or just long standing

functional responses to similar modes of living.

It is the new complexes in the central habitatimaahat have led scholars to
propose foreign influence or involvement. Complefeand B were organised as a series
of roughly rectilinear rooms arranged axially orotar three sides of an open, cobbled
courtyard (Voza 1973b: 135, 138; Tusa 1999a: 41barese Procelli 2003b: 38). This
was a significant departure from the previous plsasempounds, and the proximity of
these complexes to the north and south landing®eimsthmus led the excavator to propose
that these structures functioned within some piatttedo maritime exchange infrastructure,
possibly as storehouses (Voza 1973b: 140). Thigrasent is somewhat strengthened by
the evidence of pithoi sherds found in some ofrtftans surrounding the courtyards
(Albanese Procelli 2003b: 38). Another interpretatof these complexes proposes that
they represent the formalisation of public spapec#ically a place designed to act as the
setting for interactions between locals and visitorthe site. Doonan (2001: 179-80)
suggests that feasting may have been an imporanopsuch formal relationships, which
would explain the dining and serving vessels foumcertain rooms of these complexes.
Voza (1973b: 140) also raised the possibility thase quite different buildings could have
been the residences for foreign merchants, thussepting some kind of enclave within
the settlement, or what Smith (1987: 157-58) tesrftommunity colony.” Complex A is

presented in detail below as a case study for sisgeforeign influence.

Complex A (figure 3.35) lies in the extreme nortlstveorner of the exposed central
habitation zone. In overall plan it involves fooughly similar sized rectangular rooms (A
— D), three of which have internal benches alomrgy tivalls (Militello 2004a: 315). These
rooms follow a northeast/southwest axis (Voza 19881: 676), with adjacent rooms
attached at the northern end (E — H). These atthicd®ens include two rectangular rooms
(E, F) immediately adjacent, running along the saris, and beside them (to the east), a
circular hut (J) and paved courtyard. The circhiairis believed to be a construction from
the first occupational phase, and the adjoiningaregular rooms and courtyard pavement
have been adjusted to accommodate it (Voza 1978h: A well lies in the west corner of
the courtyard, and the complex is bordered by @g@awvad on its northeast side (Voza

1973b: 135). A small, apsidal-shaped space (Ghjmsed upon Room F, and also has an



114

entrance to the courtyard. Militello (2004a: 314fIsuggested that this may have been an
oven or furnace. The south-western most rectangotan (D) has a trapezoidal shaped

enclosure (I) attached to its east side.

Figure 3.35: Thapsos, Complex A plan. (After Militello 200  4a: 316, fig. 6.)

The northernmost of the rectangular rooms (A — Wil not have benches inside)
contained grinding stones, which indicated to Mild (2004a: 315) storage or workshop
activity. The long room beside it (B) was signifitly different inside, despite having
similar dimensions, and contained benches, a ddmeath, and Maltese Borg-in-Nadur
pottery. Although Militello (2004a: 315) stipulatdsat the eastern entrance to this room
opened directly onto the courtyard, in the plandrappears to be an intervening enclosed
space (H) (perhaps unroofed?) upon which the ajpsiden (G) also opened. Nevertheless,
the impression is of communal, perhaps dining spaseead of working space, and this
may corroborate the idea that the apsidal roomamasven. The next long room to the

south (C) has a confusing assortment of innertmartivalls, and the last rectangular room
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(D) was similar in disposition to Room B, with béses and a central hearth (Militello
2004a: 316).

Beyond the various proposals for the functionsh&f hew building style, there are
competing ideas regarding the source of influenceéhfese complexes. Scholars have most
often compared them with eastern Mediterraneanitaathre. Such comparanda (see
figure 3.25 above) include the LBA complex at Glaga 1999a: 498; Tomasello 1996:
1601), Mycenaean megaron layouts (Voza 1973b: 188)Northeast Building at Pylos
(Doonan 2001: 179), certain buildings at Pytzkkinokremmoand MaaPalaeokastran
Cyprus (Tomasello 2004: 203), and a complex frongiklido in the Levant (Militello
2004a: 320). In such comparisons, maritime merchi@oi the eastern Mediterranean not
only provided imported objects, but also informataibout certain building techniques,
and ideas regarding the organisation of publicsp8ome scholars (Militello 2005: 590;
Tomasello 2004: 213) have suggested the presendegafan or Cypriot architects,
possibly even incorporating a foreign unit of meagioonan 2001: 179; Tomasello
1996: 1600-1601). At the extreme end of the scifereign involvement, the actual
settled presence of a Cypriot community has beepgsed (Holloway 1981: 86-87),
based on the presence of some Cypriot or Cyprakihg pottery in the tombs, as well as

a scatter of Cypriot artefacts throughout eastésityS

On the face of it, the idea of foreign agency diuence would seem to be justified:
these complexes at Thapsos do not resemble ardifmpreviously constructed on the
site, nor are they paralleled by any contemporaeg $n the central Mediterranean
(Militello 2004a: 315). Their component featuregettilinear rooms, axial placement, and
position around large paved courtyards stand atithdily from the curvilinear
architecture of the previous phase. Furthermoeendarly grid-like overall plan of the
central habitation zone is more regular than thetipming of the different compounds of
the northern habitation zone, leading to the sugmeshat the site was approaching an
‘urban’ organisation (figure 3.36) (Voza 1985: 53Wisa 1999a: 503-504; Vagnetti 2001
85). It is only this more-regular plan, howeveagttis held up as evidence of any imminent
urban development. It should be remembered thgbSdsadid not in fact become a town at
any stage, and that the criteria for urbanisatypictlly involve more than rigid settlement
organisation, such as a greater functional vattean what is usually ascribed to Thapsos
(Curtin 1984: 8; Osborne 2005: 2). Thapsos’ prinfanction as a port, in fact, not by

itself enough to qualify as a town (Braudel 19728)1 may have contributed to the
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occupational gap interpreted by Alberti, if mariértraffic fell off to the extent that a large

coastal site was no longer justified.

Figure 3.36: Thapsos, hypothetical division of central hab itation zone into distinct insulae.
(After Tomasello 2004: 199, fig. 10.)

Others have pointed out, however, that complexasdB show no clear parallel
with specific eastern Mediterranean building pi@ti and any similarities noted, such as
the use of rectilinear architecture, are generlmeat (Leighton 1999: 154; Albanese
Procelli 2003b: 38). In the earlier northern hdimta zone rectangular rooms were a part
of the architectural compounds, albeit arrangeal @gifferent manner, and the Phase 2
complexes in the central habitation zone did notgletely abandon traditional
architectural traits. This is particularly evidemiComplex A, where both the central court
and the rooms on the northeast side accommodat#édéecircular hut (Voza 1973b: 141;
Tusa 1999a: 477). The hut is an integral part efciimplex, not simply a limiting
hindrance on its construction, and has its entréaceag the central court. This integration
of a traditional circular hut may also suggest th& complex was not solely involved in

maritime exchange and storage, if that was its @mynfunction (Militello 2004a: 318).

Militello (2004a: 318), while accepting foreign iménce in the planning of the
central complexes, does acknowledge that alongtiwéhnnovations there is considerable
continuity involved. Such traditional features umbé¢: the placement of benches around the

inner walls; circular hearths; stones with centealities (presumably to anchor posts for
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supporting the roof); and strategically locatedlsvéVioreover, the method of construction
clearly follows established local practices: the asmall stones in a double facing for the
walls, and the construction of benches out of ssialls and a “coated” filling, have clear
precedents both at Thapsos (i.e. in the northdsitdteon compounds), and in Sicily
(Militello 2004a: 318). It would seem, thereforkat regardless of any foreign-inspired
plan, or any foreign overseers present, the actuatruction of the complexes was
performed by local builders. Leighton (1999: 153;hile acknowledging the marked
difference in the central complexes from the nartl®nes compounds, stipulated that
Thapsos should not be considered unorganised iplaase, and any foreign influence
proposed for the construction of the complexes lshoel thought more as a spread of
ideas, rather than specific plans (or itineranhigects). In Chapter Five the issue of
whether foreign architectural expertise was acyuadleded at Thapsos is challenged, and

an interpretation of these complexes as hybridieciural forms is proposed.

The final occupational phase represents more eparture from the previous two. It
is represented by a few rectilinear structuresitifahge upon previous buildings, and are
oriented differently (Voza 1973b: 154; Leighton 689110;Albanese Procelli 2003b: 38).
This phase is not as well represented architetyuaalthe other two, perhaps suggesting
many of the older buildings were still in use, adrbeen abandoned during a gap in
occupation. The layout of one Phase 3 building, flemnC (figure 3.37), involves two
adjacent rectangular rooms, whose eastern coeseofi top of an earlier round hut
(Leighton 1999: 151, fig 75; Albanese Procelli 20038; Alberti 2002: 16). It is oriented
differently than nearby Complex A, although notrdedically so, and represents a slight
clockwise shift in axis towards the northeast/sautst (Voza 1980-1981: 676). This shift
is paralleled in other structures thought to datthis phase. The position of finds inside
these two rooms suggested discrete zones of gdiiviteighton (1999: 191), including a
storage area with large jars, a food productioa ari¢h millstones, and an area dedicated
to craftworks, such as weaving (loomweights) amdvilerking of deer antler. This type of
arrangement, with inner benches along the wallsadliothg axis, are reminiscent of the
long-houses found at Morgantina, at Metapiccola{ing), and to a lesser degree, of the
elliptical huts at Borg-in-Nadur in Malta (Leightd®99: 193; Albanese Procelli 2003b:
50-54). A material connection can be made betwd®h Thapsos and Morgantina,
through similar Cassibile-style pottery and storgge recovered from both sites (Leighton
1999: 191). This final phase at Thapsos is alsedday the presence of later Borg-in-
Nadur and Bahrija pottery, found in a stand-alanease room to the east of Complex B

(Voza 1973b: 151, 154) . This room had an even mosaounced axial shift to the
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Figure 3.37: Thapsos, Complex C plan. (After Militello 200  4a: 317, fig. 8.)

northeast/southwest than Complex C, and a neaghtiichl orientation to the poorly
preserved walls found just to the north, on theotide of the courtyard of Complex B,
which partially encroached on the Phase 2 street\1984-1985: 666). The square room
also contained significant amounts of Cassibilengdd ware pottery (Voza 1973b: 154).

Beyond issues of architectural influence, themvigence for more certain foreign
material in the habitation areas of Thapsos, padity Maltese pottery (figure 3.38). This
pottery is almost as plentiful at the site as AegeaCypriot wares, although it is hardly as
well published or discusseBurthermore, while the amount and location of & f
Aegean sherds found in the settlement remain uighdd (“about ten” in Wilson 1987-
1988: 113), there have been specific locationsrgiee some of the find spots of both
Borg-in-Nadur and Babhrija facies pottery. In thethern habitation zone (possibly phase
1) one hut (from quadrant XLIV/24 — easternmost parthe zone) contained a deep bowl
and a jug (Tanasi 2008: 39-40), which were desdrdasebeing from the initial phase of the
Borg-in-Nadur facies (Voza 1973b: 147). In the calntabitation area, Complex A has
produced four sherds (Tanasi 2008: 38), all foumtthé western corner of Room B (i.e.
one of the rectangular rooms with benches and @idmparth) (Militello 2004a: 316).

These sherds are broadly classified as Borg-in-Npdts, and include two cups with T-
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Figure 3.38: Selection of Maltese pottery from the settlem  ent zones at Thapsos. A,C: cups
with T-shaped handles found on the surface, south o f Complex B; B: axe-shaped cup
handle; D: deep bowl with two handles from a circul ar hut in the northern habitation zone.
(After Voza 1973a: plate 1X.)

shaped handle, and two vertical handle fragmekasylibelonging to cups (Tanasi 2008:
38). There were also four surface finds, discovguetito the south of Complex B (Tanasi
2008: 38-39). These included an axe-shaped jugldédxidza 1973a: 44, Plate IX: 138),
part of a cup which Voza (1973a: 45) felt represdra known Borg-in-Nadur style (c.f.
Evans 1953: 70, fig. 11: 101-102), and two cup$ Wishaped handles. While the handles
of these latter two cups do appear to be featdrdgedBorg-in-Nadur repertoire, they have
never been found in Malta attached to these spdudimispherical cups. Tanasi (2008: 61)
felt these cups were reminiscent of Evans’ typeédsel (Evans 1953: 70, fig. 11: 95),
although the Maltese variety has a more angularicebcup, and a longer, more Y-shaped
handle, like a dipper. For this reason, Voza (1973I8) suggested the Thapsos cups were

locally made.

Phase 3 also has yielded Maltese pottery in th@Sdssettlement, this time
belonging to the Bahrija facie&n unspecified number of Maltese pots were founthen
largest rectangular room of Complex C, datingsg#riod of re-use (or of its first

construction in Voza’'s scheme), which were congddo be either very late Borg-in-
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Nadur vessels, or Bahrija period ones (Voza 19811678). A number of similar

Maltese shapes, in context with plumed ware (Cdssipottery, were found in the Phase 3
square room to the southeast of Complex B, indigaan 11 — 9" centuries BC date

(Voza 1980-1981: 679). These included two smalkcamd a largeboccalettomug (Voza
1973b: 151, fig. 9).

Assuming the pictured vessels represent an accataleof what was found, the
amount of Maltese pottery in the living settlemanThapsos breaks down as follows: two
from Phase 1 (northern zone); eight from or neasBl2 complexes; and nine from Phase
3 contexts. These nineteen pots, representing gyerye of occupation at Thapsos, led
Militello (2004a: 328) to suggest that perhapsabenection with Malta was the most
significant and enduring for the east coast oflfidianasi (2008: 140) preferred to stress
the importance of the eastern Mediterranean m#gextal hapsos (and perhaps Cannatello
as well — see below), as important drawing factordialtese traders: their need to access
these foreign goods, particularly if eastern Medieean ships did not journey to the
Maltese archipelago itself. As corroboration, he<ihe absence of Maltese objects in
Sicily during the Pantalica North period — as memid above, a period also noted for its
lack of Aegean pottery. From this perspective, withthe eastern Mediterranean goods to
entice them, Malta lost any motivation for contaith Thapsos, and it was not until the
Bahrija/Cassibile period that such contacts wenewed, perhaps now with Ausonian and
peninsular Italian goods providing the incentivariasi 2008: 85-86). A sharper
chronology for Maltese pottery typology would cérta help in assessing the

contemporaneity of Maltese and eastern Mediterranggterials in Sicily.

Finally, also to this last phase belong two room&stigated by Bernabo Brea
(1970) in the 1960s, referred to as Capanna Calese severely damaged rooms were
part of a larger building of which little remaineahd were located just to the northwest of
the northern habitation zone (Bernabo Brea 199D:Aléhough he originally assigned
them to the MBA, Bernabo Brea would later re-assiggm to the Cassibile period: the
pottery recovered (e.g. a raised handle carinatpd-Bernabo Brea 1970: 147, fig 4a) is
consistent with such a date (compare Leighton 19089; fig. 109). Of particular interest
to this study is the discovery of a bronze rod waitiimal figures (figure 3.39) in Room A
(Bernabo Brea 1970: 146; Voza 1973a: 52). Thisatlijas been compared to Sardinian
bronzes (Giardino 1995: 34), although the lattendbgenerally have the animals aligned
in parallel on their rods, but are instead ‘impat@dthe ends (e.g. Lo Schiavo 1985a: 262,

fig 276). That said, there is nothing within thaega of Sicilian bronze objects to compare
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this rod to either. Other bronze rods, found inrfoiuthe tombs at Thapsos (2, 22, 37, 38 —
Alberti 2006: 380, table 1), did not have figurestbem.

Figure 3.39: Comparison of bronze animal figures. A: rod w  ith 2 quadrupeds from Thapsos,
Capanna Calvo; B: bronze wolf figure from Serri, Nu  oro (Sardinia); C: bronze horned animal
figures ‘impaled’ on rods from Teti, Nuoro (Sardini a). (After Voza 1973a: plate Xll; Lo
Schiavo 1985a: figs. 254, 276.)

3.3.4 Tombs

The various rock-cut tombs scattered about thengefa have been dated to the first two
(MBA) phases of occupation at Thapsos. Much has besde of the foreign pottery found
in the tombs, especially the Aegean ware (figud®:3A-D), although there were also two
Cypriot-looking Base Ring jugs and two White Shajueglets (figure 3.40: E-F) (Vagnetti
2001: 78), and sixteen Maltese pots (Tanasi 208&73. The focus on the Aegean ware is
understandable in the context of the overall comion of Aegean pottery in Sicily,
where only Cannatello has more published examithin Thapsos itself, however, it
should be noted that of the sixty-seven publisleabs (fifty-eight rock-cut tombs and
nine jar burials), only twenty-two have yielded &eg pottery (van Wijngaarden 2002:
231, table 16.1). When the category is broadenétttode “Aegean-derivative” pottery
and metalwork, the total increases to only twentg-{Vianello 2005: 203-204, table 5).
These twenty-five tombs also encompass the Cypadtiery found (in Tombs Al and D,

which also had Aegean pottery) and six of the ¢embis that yielded Maltese pottery.
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There was likely more imported pottery and othetamals in the tombs, but poor
preservation, re-use, and looting have left usrignibof the contents of the remaining two
hundred burials (van Wijngaarden 2002: 233).

Figure 3.40: A selection of eastern Mediterranean pottery ~ from Tomb D at Thapsos. A:
Aegean alabastra; B: Aegean shallow cup; C: Aegean  deep bowl; D: Aegean piriform jar; E:
Cypriot Base Ring jugs; F: Cypriot White Shaved jug  let. (After Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 165-
67, 169-70.)

In terms of shapes, three-handled piriform jarstia@emost representative form
(sixteen), followed by alabastra (nine) (van Wijagden 2002: 233, table 16.2). This
conforms to a general preference for these shafexliwide (Vianello 2005: 207, table
8). It would seem, therefore, that these particidems and their contents did make a
minor impact on the funerary practices of MBA Sanil society, at least in places where
access to such goods was available. For the réise #egean pottery, only the stirrup jar
and jug are represented more than once (two ard gwamples respectively) in the

tombs. This means that thirty of the thirty-nineagnised examples of Aegean pottery are
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represented by just four shapes, with the nine iringdivided up between single
instances of cups, bowls, amphorae, and uncdregments (van Wijngaarden 2002: 232,
table 16.2). Chronologically speaking, the presesfokegean and Cypriot pottery in the
tombs at Thapsos should be put in perspective.athd range does extend from LH IllIA-
B (D'Agata 2000: 63; Vianello 2005: 202, tabletBg majority of the examples belong to
the earlier end of the spectrum (Taylour 1958: 86ghate 9; van Wijngaarden 2002: 233),
and could therefore reflect the pottery consumptibanly a few generations. When
coupled with the fact that most of the twenty-twmbs containing Aegean ware had only
one or two pots each, then even in the narrow teneé in which Aegean pottery was in
demand, consumption was not prominent, and nevaegled 10% of any assemblage
(Blake 2008: 11).

Alberti (2006) has attempted to construct a sduiarchy for the settlement based
on the disparity of goods in the tombs. To acclyatssess varying levels of wealth in
these tombs two obstacles need to be overcome. &rthese are multiple inhumation
tombs, care must be made not to mistake a richrdgage with a busy tomb, used over a
longer period of time (van Wijngaarden 2002: 238gcondly, there needs to be an
independent means for assigning value to any ofagkject, assuming that it is not
sufficient to pre-suppose a foreign object is neagly more prestigious than a local one.
To address these issues, Alberti (2006: 372) ssldoimbs of no more than five burials to
cross-compare. Thus, the ample grave goods frorbgddrand 10 are omitted, as the
forty-nine burials in each tomb may artificiallyflete the richness of their assemblages. In
order to avoid an arbitrary measure of worth falividual classes of material, a formula
was constructed that placed the rarity of an olgedts defining value. The formula
derived is: V = NtC/NM, where value (V) equals nuenbf total contexts (NtC), in this
case thirty-seven burials, divided by the numbeimoés a class of object appears in these
contexts (NM) (Alberti 2006: 384). For these evélas of frequency, the larger tombs
were considered as well. Hence, both iron and goldments were given the highest
possible score of thirty-seven for appearing ondde thirty-seven contexts studied
(tombs 48 and D respectively). At the opposite efithe scale, local pottery (both plain
and decorated) received only a 0.5 score foréguent appearance in the burials (Alberti
2006: 377, fig. 3).

While this seems a rather democratic and impasi#al of dealing with the dataset,
the limitations of the evidence itself make anyiptetations of social hierarchy

problematic. As mentioned above, preservation issue at Thapsos, where not only the
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environment, but also human activity (e.g. lootiggarrying) has affected the amount of
data recovered. So, if one other context contamgarviving gold ornament, by Alberti’s
formula, gold objects would be worth half as mushran ones. The fact that much more
data has been recovered from Voza’'s more receaveasions than Orsi'’s late TZentury
explorations likely speaks of the greater precisibmodern archaeological practice, and
would certainly skewer frequency totals (van Wijagken 2002: 233). Furthermore, while
eliminating large multiple burials from analysistbé richness of burials may seem like a
proper precaution, this is only logical if the si@tatus is indicated by grave goods alone.
A large tomb, containing many individuals, maytseif be an indication of the importance

of the family through its continued use over time.

Beyond this problematic data set, it is not knowrether everyone from the
settlement at Thapsos was eligible to be buriethempeninsula. Conversely, was this large
necropolis, with over three hundred tombs, actuatlyextra-communal burial,
representing the final resting places of individuaho did not live in the residential
quarters? For the purposes of this study, whiahtésested in the consumption of foreign
goods and the implications this has for islandentiies, exotica’s ability to confer or
legitimate social status is a concern; howeves, ightoo difficult to determine given the
limitations of the funerary data available at Thagdn general, van Wijngaarden’s (2002:
235) conclusion that there is no apparent connett&ween wealth and the presence of
Aegean pottery in these tombs is adopted as a mghypothesis. While he accepts that
such eastern Mediterranean goods could have hesstge value as imports, no different
from other exotic items (e.g. Maltese pottery)als® admits that there is no correlation
between the elaborateness of the tombs themsaldshe presence or absence of foreign
objects (van Wijngaarden 2002: 234). At the veastethere would appear to be other
ways of obtaining and displaying funerary statuSteipsos beyond the consumption of
foreign objects, including the display of complerdl pottery (e.g. large pedestal basins),
the architectural elaboration of tombs (especiafiyrances), and perhaps the location of

the tomb on the peninsula.

Aside from their ability to confer status, theres lieen discussion of the impact of
foreign ceramics on local pottery manufacture apdos (D'Agata 2000; van Wijngaarden
2002: 235-36; Alberti 2004: 137-38; Harding 19887258). This includes local shapes
that are believed to be derived from foreign pgtteertain decorative techniques, and in
the case of Cypriot pottery, actual imitation (Alib2005: 343-44). The majority of such

analyses emphasise the ‘Mycenaean impact’ on &igiotters, where the absence of the
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spread of eastern Mediterranean technologiesvgeel shaping, firing technigues, and
painting) prevented local potters from producintpatimitations of Aegean pottery (as in
southern Italy), rather than any choices (apprdpria and rejections) made by these
potters (Tanasi 2005: 563).

D’Agata (2000: 64) outlines two classes of pott@fluenced by Aegean wares:
close imitations and Aegean-derivative pottery. Tlose imitations, which are not actual
imitations like in southern Italy because of dififiger production techniques, are represented
by the Cypriot Base Ring jugs (figure 3.40: E). Besumption of local manufacture for
these jugs has not been confirmed by petrograptaltysis, but is solely based on the
visual observations of Karageorghis (Alberti 20883-44). Vagnetti (2001: 80, n. 3)
noted, however, that while the fabric is not tyfiic&ypriot, it does not match Thapsos
ware fabrics either, and tentatively suggestedwahtne origin. If correct, then these jugs
do not belong in D’Agata’s close imitation categaapd are simply other imports. The
copper oxhide ingot fragment found in the northeabitation zone (Vagnetti 2000b: 313),
if Cypriot, could be used as further proof thauatimports from Cyprus did make it to
Thapsos from time to time, although it also codtbdave come from more proximate
Sardinia (Giardino 1992: 308).

The other class of Aegean-inspired wares at Thapstter represented in the
ceramic assemblage, are the so-called Aegean-teeweares (see figure 3.13 above).
These are local pots, which display formal elemégtieved to be derived from foreign
wares, but do not outright copy shapes, and in ardwappearance (i.e. finishing
techniques) seem to belong to the traditional Tosacies. As such, the interpretation of
derivation remains a subjective exercise (Hard®841 10). Vessels falling into this
category include a cup with an M-shaped handle ¢ata 2000: 64-65; Leighton 1999:
173, fig. 91.3), which has been compared to Cymgis; tubular-spouted jugs (figure 3.2:
C) which resemble Late Helladic and Cypriot Whiterfeed feeding bottles (D'Agata
2000: 71); and two-handled bowls or large cups ¢ata 2000: 73-75), which recall LH
[1IB deep bowils (figure 3.13: C1, C2). Some incisktorations on Thapsos pottery were
actually figurative — a practice unknown in traglital Sicilian pottery — and these
representations (quadrupeds, birds) are themsbéleved to be derived from Aegean,
Cypriot, or Levantine motifs (D'Agata 2000: 76; gleion 1999: 174). Such figurative

decoration, however, is not very common at Thapsod,unknown elsewhere in Sicily.

As mentioned in section 3.2, thi®lostype variety of rock-cut tomb has also been

proposed as evidence of foreign influence, and éwezign presence, at Thapsos (figure
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3.41). The actual number tifolostombs at Thapsos is difficult to gauge, although i
certainly in a strict minority. Tomasello (1995-8953-60) lists nine examples (or 3% of

the approximately three hundred tombs), while Mild (2004a: 323, n. 84) is only willing

Figure 3.41: Tholos tombs at Thapsos. (L tor): Tomb A, Tomb B, Tomb C , plan and section.
(After Tomasello 1995-1996: 154, fig. 87.)

to accept at most two examples (tombs B and 12hnie felt may actually be the same
tomb recorded twice. The discrepancy appears to bew strict a definition ofholosis
given. Depending on which definition is acceptether five of the nine Thapsos tombs
contained Aegean pottery (C, D, E, 30, and 51jhaore of them did (Tomasello 1995-
1996: 153; Vianello 2005: 203-204; Militello 200423). The rarity of this tomb type, in
a place where direct contact with extra-insulampbe®is a plausible interpretation, must
have repercussions for any assumed Aegean influeackintaholostombs located in
interior sites, where direct interaction with fayeer architects is less likely to have
occured. The presence of Aegean architects, asaitedi bytholostombs or the Thapsos

complexes, is critically examined in Chapter Five.

It is apparent that the site of Thapsos, whethgudlifies as a type site for MBA and
LBA Sicily or not, is central to any discussiontbé impact of interactions with foreign
peoples and materials. Beyond Thapsos, howeverastgrn Mediterranean penetration
seems rather circumscribed. The exception is Calloah Agrigento. The following case
study looks at that site, and the central and westgions of Sicily overall, to compare

patterns of extra-insular contact.
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3.4  Central and Western Sicily

For the purposes of this study, central and weSarity is defined broadly as those
provinces that do not have a coastline on the eastde of the island. These include:
Trapani, Palermo, Agrigento, Ragusa, and Caltattés§éggure 3.1). Enna, although not
having an eastern coastline, perhaps should bédesad more properly to fall within an
eastern contact zone, and any imports found arénfies detected there (aside from the
extreme south of the province) are more likelyawenbeen conveyed via the more
proximate east coast. It has produced very littidence of foreign material connections,

however, and therefore does not alter any spatit@dmoporal patterns noted.

Fifteen sites in the central and western provir@es produced evidence of
imports or influences from the central and wesieaditerranean, and 18 that have eastern
Mediterranean imports or influences. The west ofiyshas not been as intensely studied
as the east coast, particularly for prehistoricqus;, and consequently has produced less
evidence for contact (Leighton 2005: 262). Cantatslthe key exception to this trend,

and is examined in detail first.

3.4.1 Cannatello

Cannatello (figure 3.42) is located along the saaidist of Sicily, southeast of the modern
town of Agrigento (ancient Akragas). Unlike Thapgbst similar to Nuraghi Antigori —

see section 4.3), the site is not immediately encttast, but lies 1.5km inland. It is situated

Figure 3.42: The location of Cannatello along Sicily’'s sou  th coast. Inset: part of south coast
displayed.
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on a low hill, 51m above sea level (De Miro 199889), and may have had an
unobstructed view of the sea. As such, it fits inéoghton’s (1999: 150) category of
seabord sites with imported materials. The locatibits associated ancient harbour is
unknown. The coast most proximate to the site tadfgrs no natural harbour, although it
is sandy (figure 3.43), which could have allowediant mariners to pull their vessels up
onto the beach. This part of the south coast offeveral access points to the interior of

Sicily via river valleys.

Figure 3.43: The location of Cannatello (red circle) inre  lation to the coast.

Cannatello is circular in plan, approximately 70ndiameter, and enclosed by a
thick wall. Only the north-eastern quadrant of site has been exposed in modern times,
although trial trenches on the west side do suggesntinuation of the surrounding wall
(De Miro 1999h: 439). Cannatello has produced extdeof materials from the Aegean,
Cyprus, Malta, and Sardinia. Investigations intoenity of Cannatello were first
undertaken at the end of the™&ntury, by Orsi and Rizzo. Their casual findssisted
of eight huts (Deorsorla 1996: 1029) one of whieldhiwo pots with bronze objects
inside, including four spearheads and two swordsnfhardo 1985: 355). Early
explorations also produced an Aegean piriformflgute 3.12: C), found in a location
called the ‘Marina di Girgenti’ (Taylour 1958: 6Z)ue to the imprecise location of these
first forays, it is unclear if Mosso, when furthtexcavations were undertaken a decade
later, was digging in precisely the same spot (®i@2005: 113). This 1907 investigation
uncovered two ancient roads, two huts adjacenh¢oad them (which was interpreted as a
domestic sanctuary — Mosso 1907: 640), and mgsifiiantly, a levelled circular

platform of about 60m in diameter, containing sicalar huts and one rectangular
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building (Tusa 1999a: 585). Although the roads #reddomestic sanctuary have not been
relocated, the circular area is almost certaingydrea that has undergone more extensive,
modern excavations since 1989 (De Miro 1996, 1999&) which represents the case

study that follows (figure 3.44).

Figure 3.44: Cannatello, site plan. Inset: location of Can  natello on the south coast. (After De
Miro 1999b: 440, fig. 1.)

Excavations have revealed two principal phaseswus$ttuction for the wall, and
three phases for the buildings inside. These mgklias at Thapsos, show a combination
of circular and rectilinear architecture (Castedl@002: 130; Vianello 2005: 79). The
earliest phase of the Cannatello enclosure is septed architecturally by the inner two
rings of the fortification wall, which at this pdihad two narrow entrances along the
northeast. Within this circuit only three buildingse associated with the first phase (figure
3.45). These are circular Hut 8, rectilinear Hut&ad an earlier phase of Hut 2 (De Miro
1999h: 446). These structures are associated vgthyash layer of soil, which contained
Thapsos-facies pottery (mostly cups), and the ritgjof Aegean imported pottery of LH
[IIA date (Castellana 2002: 130). This conformshe stratigraphy of the interior site of
Serra del Palco in the Platani Valley, located apipnately 23km to the northeast of

Cannatello, whose stratum 1X contained similar Buoasppottery and LH 1A sherds (De
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Miro 1999b: 448; Tusa 1999a: 527). For these memdhe earliest phase at Cannatello has
been dated to the T4entury BC (Albanese Procelli 2003b: 40).

Figure 3.45: Cannatello, Phase 1. (After De Miro 1999b: 44 0, fig. 1.)

The inner circuit of the defensive wall may havereartially destroyed, based on
some evidence for burning on its southern, outes {®e Miro 1999b: 442). In any event,
in Cannatello’s second phase (figure 3.46) the wal further augmented by two more
rings to the outside, with the two previous entemnblocked and replaced by a single,
wider opening on the northwest. This second wadlsghis associated with a second phase
of construction inside, represented architectuayiya trapezoidal shaped inner partition,
three circular huts — 2, 7 (superimposed on thiee&tut 8), and 9, and five rectangular
huts — 1, 3, 4, 6, and 10 (Castellana 2002: 13®%s& constructions are associated with a
yellowish coloured soil, which contained later Thap pottery and a few LH IIIB sherds
(Vianello 2005: 113). The Thapsos pottery was sintib Serra del Palco’s stratum VIII,
and similar cups have also been recovered fromrma &t Monte Campanella, located near
Serra del Palco, which were found in context wittHallIB-C (locally made) amphora
(De Miro 1999h: 448) All of the buildings, with tlexception of Hut 1, were located inside
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the trapezoidal partition wall, which had a ‘forséphaped entrance — an overlapping
curved wall, also seen in front of large Hut 2 engl its southern side (De Miro 1999b:
442). This second phase is also associated withsfoall circular platforms of uncertain
function located outside of the defensive wall (Dieo 1999b: 442). This busy phase has
been dated to the TZentury BC (Castellana 2002: 130).

Figure 3.46: Cannatello, Phase 2. (After De Miro 1999b: 44 0, fig. 1.)

The final phase (figure 3.47) is only known by tstauctures: circular Hut 5, and a
later phase of rectangular Hut 3. Hut 5 was actumlilt on top of the inner sub-
trapezoidal partition, and would seem to indichtd this inner area was no longer
cordoned off. No date for this final period of opation has been specifically offered by
the excavator; it is presumed to fall somewheraiwitheBronzo Finalel period (i.e.
within the 12" century BC) (Albanese Procetit al.2004: 324). In terms of chronological
range, Cannatello is envisaged as being largelteogporary with Thapsos, particularly
Thapsos’ second and third phase (Tanasi 2008: IfG&)me of the imported pottery at

Cannatello can be assigned to the LH [lIB2 peribdn it is possible Phase 2 continued
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beyond the mid 13century BC (Castellana 2002: 131), during theqeewhen Thapsos
may have been temporarily abandoned (Alberti 2864). Unlike at Thapsos, however,

there appears to be no Cassibile period' @ ¥" centuries BC) phase.

Figure 3.47: Cannatello, Phase 3. (After De Miro 1999b: 44 0, fig. 1.)

While the combination of rectangular and circularhitecture is a feature Cannatello
shares with Thapsos and other MBA sites (I Faraglidunta Milazesse), the actual
execution of this combination at Cannatello is ueigand defies simple spatial analysis.
While Thapsos’ northern habitation zone had certaimtained complexes, similar in plan
to the settlements on Ustica and Panarea (Leigt®88: figs. 75, 79, and 82), the
concurrence of curvilinear and rectilinear elementt€annatello is more jarring, and
difficult to interpret. For certain scholars, thegence of rectilinear architecture is
tantamount to the presence or influence of easfiediterranean peoples (Tusa 1998b:
173; Tomasello 2004: 196; Castellana 2002: 1233. dibsest parallel to the layout at
Cannatello, however, is the contemporary site okdta (Trapani), where not only is
there a random-looking conjunction of rectangutenmns and circular huts, but also the
‘forceps’ shaped entrance on many of its huts (&g&i48), similar to Hut 2 and the

trapezoidal enclosure at Cannatello (Tusa 2009:A0ylokarta, however, there is no
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Figure 3.48: Plan of Mokarta, showing the combination of r ectilinear and circular elements,
and ‘forceps’ type entrances to many of the huts. ( After Tusa 2009: 43, fig. 5.)

evidence of eastern Mediterranean imports, so aaightforward equation of rectilinear
architecture with Aegean or Cypriot influence is secure. Cannatello’s thick circular
defensive wall is also a unique feature on thdi&icmainland, and it is more directly
related to the structures within it than Thapsthgineserved and ill-defined walls, which
lie farther out in the peninsula (i.e. closer te tombs than the settlement areas). Only |
Faraglioni (Ustica) has a similar defensive featatthough its execution is distinct,

involving irregularly spaced, semi-circular towéolloway and Lukesh 1995: 72).

There is evidence of metalworking activities at @atello, which comes in the form
of four sandstone moulds, two found in th& t@ntury and two during the more recent
excavations (Albanese Procelli 2003a: 15). Theyaiord matrices for flat axes, swords,
and an uncertain shape, perhaps for the produafipendants (Albanese Procelli 2000:
77). The sandstone used in the manufacture of théds is local to the Agrigento region
(Albanese Procelli 2000: 85), and one of the foaynm fact be unfinished (Albanese
Procelli 2003a: 15), testifying to local metallurai practices. Albanese Procelli (2003a:
15-16) cautions, however, that since there is aaratontextual connection between the

findspot of the two moulds found in the™&entury, and the hut where the metal objects
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(in two pots) were found, Orsi’s claim that thedatwas the site of a foundry should be
regarded sceptically. Along with these locally proed moulds, there is evidence of some
involvement in the extra-regional exchange of nsetal the form of a (now lost) copper
oxhide ingot fragment (Giardino 1995: 293). As ni@méd in conjunction with the
Thapsos ingot fragment, whether this object shbeldonsidered representative of a
connection to the eastern Mediterranean, or to pameimate Sardinia is unknown. Both
Sardinian and Cypriot materials have been recovieoad Cannatello (see below). In

either case, interaction with extra-insular peojdesiggested.

Cannatello is unique in Sicily for the range opinted ceramics that have been
reported there. These include the aforementionept&e pottery (figure 3.49), some
Cypriot vessels, Borg-in-Nadur ware from Malta, ansignificant amount of Nuragic
pottery from Sardinia (Lo Schiavo 2003: 17; LevD20234, 237). The amount or ratio of
imported versus local pottery has never been phadisVianello (2005: 112), basing his
totals on the descriptions and images publishe@diro (1996), offers a total of forty-
one Aegean or Cypriot pots for the site, althouglatimits there could be more
unpublished sherds. De Miro (1996: 998) is lessifipereferring to a total of about fifty
sherds. Their relationship to local materials ily@udressed in terms of stratigraphy, not

quantity: only rarely is the larger quantity of éenaterial referred to, including the

Figure 3.49: A selection of Aegean sherds from Cannatello. Specific contexts not published.
(After Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 186-89.)

prevalence of Thapsos facies shapes (Fiorentir8-1994: 719; Deorsorla 1996: 1033;

Vianello 2005: 112). This imprecision has allowedey scholars to generalise about a
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strong Mycenaean or Cypriot character to Canna(€léstellana 2002: 130; Fiorentini
1993-1994: 719). Contextually, there is only onentima of a specific findspot for the
Aegean or Cypriot material — Hut 8 — in the fireage (grey-soil stratum), where abundant
local material and diverse LH IlIA sherds were digered (De Miro 1999b: 446). This

grey stratum represents the context for the lgogeion of the Aegean or Cypriot material
recovered (De Miro 1999b: 448); no contextual infation is given for the lesser amount
of LH 1lIB or C pottery found in the above two smaThis is disappointing, given that a
catalogue of thirty-five imported sherds has beabliphed (De Miro 1996: 1006-11), to
which rough contexts could easily have been added.

A recurrent theme throughout the publication ofithported pottery at Cannatello is
its presumed Cypriot flavour (De Miro 1996: 9999%8: 79; 1999b: 448-49; Castellana
2002: 131; Alberti 2008b: 134-35). De Miro (199899 outlines the following Cypriot
elements to the materials at Cannatello: actuatiGlyphapes recovered, such as a

fragment of a wavy-banded pithos (figure 3.50: &lemispherical cup with inward-

Figure 3.50: ‘Cypriot’ features of pottery from Cannatello . A: stylised sea-shell motif; B:
Cypro-Minoan symbols on amphora handles; C: Cypriot wavy-banded pithos; D: White Slip
Il cup. (After Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 187-88; De Mi ro 1996: 1004-05.)
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bending rim and vertical band decoration, not sedrate Helladic pottery, but which
seem part of the Cypriot White Slip Il vernaculds/5Q: D); decorative motifs on pots that
are better represented in the Cypriot regionakwaof LH Il ware, such as the stylised
sea shell (3.50: A); three amphora handles wittkings on them, which are reminiscent
of Cypro-Minoan script (3.50: B); and “a certaimmoer” of incised dark sherds that have

the “buccheroide strigilata” of Base Ring | wares.

The wavy-banded pithos has been compared to anpdedound at Antigori (De
Miro 1999a: 79; Vagnetti 2000a: 83), which has beemographically analysed and
assigned a Cypriot origin (Jones and Day 1987:.288ly one imported sherd, from a
coarseware stirrup jar, has been analysed from &alhm which yielded a central Cretan
provenience (Day and Joyner 2005: 312). A tablél{ped in Levi 2004: 235) indicates
two large storage jars from Cannatello have a @ypiovenience, although the reference
for this analysis is not included. The markingsto®m amphora handles have no direct
comparanda with Cypro-Minoan script, although thecpce of conspicuously marking
handles is more prominent in Cyprus than the AedBlaischfeld 2001: 124). The actual
Cypriot flavour of the decorative repertoire reatbithe Late Helladic wares, however,
seems particularly forced, and the references tasbdck up this claim are rather esoteric
(De Miro 1999h: 448, n. 5). The insistence uporyprdt connection also somewhat
dilutes De Miro’s own labelling of Cannatello a8veycenaean emporium’ (see below),
although for many who emphasise the importancen@astern Mediterranean presence in

Sicily no distinction is drawn between the Aegead &yprus.

An intriguing feature of the ceramic assemblagEatnatello is the discovery of
Nuragic pottery from Sardinia. This pottery hasrb&mind all over the site (Lo Schiavo
2003: 18), and includes both actual imports fromdBéa (closed shapes, large storage
jars), and the local production of open vesselsi(R804: 237; Albanese Procedt al.
2004: 324). No detailed contextual information oagtification has yet been published.
One of the imported large storage jars had anédaseander pattern on top of its rim,
similar to examples from Sardinia, and to an imgdi$ardinian pot found at Lipari dated
to the Ausonian Il period (I2- 10" ¢, BC) (Levi 2004: 240, n. 17Maltese pottery has
also been discovered at Cannatello (Tanasi 2008: B, The diverse fragments have been
described as red-slipped, and frequently of cletegbe, but unfortunately any detailed
analysis or contextual information has yet to belighed (Levi 2004: 237, 240, n. 23).

De Miro (1999a; 1999b) often refers to Cannate@avlycenaean emporium,

although he is somewhat vague on what specificfasgn agents performed at the site,



137

beyond their physical presence. He also seestdasan important link in an eastern
Mediterranean trade route to Sardinia and the vaest,a gateway for the spread of Aegean
materials to the centre of Sicily, via interior legk, in exchange for minerals like sulphur,
alum, or rock salt (De Miro 1996: 1000; Castell2082: 132; Leighton 1999: 181). The
prominence of Thapsos facies material at Cannateloled Vianello (2005: 113) to
consider its foundation to be a result of the dtgtiof peoples from the east coast of Sicily,
rather than local communities in the Agrigento aMaw that Maltese and Sardinian
pottery has been found on the site, however, aigt association with eastern
Mediterranean maritime merchants needs to be rerstesl. Regardless of who was
responsible for the administration of Cannateheyé is a basic problem with classifying it
as a maritime emporium like Thapsos: Cannatelimtsa harbour site. As mentioned
above, it is located approximately 1.5km inlanduieng any foreign agents to move a
significant distance away from their ships if thelirysical presence at Cannatello is to be

maintained.

Given the prominence of the thick exterior wallsl amerior partitions in the small
wedge excavated so far, and the range of foreigemads present, | would suggest a
secure storage function for Cannatello, in the baridand controlled by, the local
population. As De Miro suggested, the eventual goress for these foreign goods may
have been the communities of the interior valleysere the materials found at Cannatello
represent goods waiting to be moved on. This fite Wweighton’s (1999: 171) suggestion
that Cannatello was a kind of “redistribution cenfior materials travelling to the interior,
although he groups the site with Thapsos in hexpretation. At Thapsos, however, most
of the recovered imported materials come from ¢imebis, and are therefore in their ‘final’
resting place. Furthermore, Thapsos’ position imatetl on the coast contrasts with
Cannatello: the former site represents the poimtodduction of foreign objects to the
island, while the latter is at least one removeyafi@m this, and more properly seems to

reflect secure storage away from the docks.

3.4.2 Beyond Cannatello: Other Western Connections

Just as Thapsos represents a spike in the amoaaste#rn Mediterranean imports along
the east coast of Sicily, Cannatello has producechnmore MBA foreign material than
any other site in the central or western part efittand. This discounts the “thousands” of
sherds reported from Monte Grande (Vianello 20(%) s there has been a serious
challenge to the Middle Helladic and Late Hellalditdates provided by the excavator.

Leighton (2005: 277) in particular felt that thersoof these sherds resembled Late Roman
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or early Medieval pottery. Beyond Cannatello, tiie that has produced the largest corpus
of exotica is Monte Finestrelle di Gibellina (Trapawhere an Egyptian steatite scarab
and about 70 beads of various materials (bones glaste, red amber) have been found
(De Cesare and Gargini 1997: 372). These beadg\ewmay only represent two or
three composite items: the amber beads are digpkya single necklace with fifty-eight
elements (Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 234). Bone ispofse, not necessarily an imported
material, and the dark reddish-brown amber isyikeSicilian product (De Cesare and
Gargini 1997: 373, n. 7). After Monte FinestrelleGibellina, the amount of putative
eastern Mediterranean data for any given centralestern site falls to three: LH IlI1A
potsherds at Madre Chiesa (Agrigento) (CastellawbAdbanese Procelli 1993-1994: 49;
Castellana 2002: 122); and gold objects from a taiBontrada Anguilla di Ribera
(Agrigento) (Panvini 1986: 114). When comparing ¢évelence for contact with the

central and western Mediterranean, Cannatello agairesents the high water mark
outside of eastern Sicily. After its significanttf@ugh not enumerated) amount of Maltese
and Sardinian pottery, the next largest amounbesible central and western
Mediterranean material is found in the hoard frorecmi (Caltanissetta), although the
five trunnion axes recovered from this hoard mayjoeal products (Leighton 1999: 212;
Giardino 1995: 323). After that, the other sitesirAgrigento, Palermo, Caltanissetta,

Ragusa, or Trapani have yielded one or two objauis

Much of the archaeological research into westésitydas involved attempts to
materially define separate ‘ethnic’ groups knowanirlater historical records (e.g.
Thucydides in the®century BC, Diodorus Siculus and Dionysius of Ealhassus in the
1% century BC) (Albanese Procelli 2003b: 18; Tusa(201998a; La Rosa 1989). The
relationship between regional styles of local matemand corporate groups named in
much later I millennium BC written records is not the focusthoé present study, and
there are no theories that directly relate extsaHar contacts with the development of
distinct groups such as the Sikels, Sikans, or Egs At most, scholars refer to a certain
conservatism in material developments in the waeed, these more conservative western
societies eventually developing into either SikaElymian communities (but see below).
The ethnogenesis of such groups, however, is patlgldisplayed in the archaeological
record of the MBA, and the LBA changes in the éagj. cremation burials, Cassibile
pottery) more properly relate to the possible mosenof peoples to Sicily from the
mainland or the Aeolian Islands. Such a movemeab®lly could have led to a hybrid
Sikel identity, although such a process would haainly occurred in the Iron Age and

Archaic periods, outside of the scope of the prestnly.
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One possible ramification for this examination wfra-insular encounters, however,
involves the pottery that Tusa (1999a: 650-51) camgnidentifies as Elymian. This ware
(figure 3.51: A-B) has impressed concentric ciroletifs and anthropomorphic or
zoomorphic handles (Tusa 1994: 199-200). Althougg nore properly dated to the Iron
Age, intriguingly, both these features are knowNiuragic pottery (figure 3.51: C-D)
(Campus and Leonelli 2000: 691), and a connectiddardinia could be proposed both on
geographic grounds, as the findspot of this ‘Elymh@ottery — Trapani — is the region
closest to Sardinia, and based on the presencBAfor EIA Nuragic askoid jugs (with
concentric circular motifs), including one in tter fvest of the island at Motya (Lo
Schiavo 2005f). Such decorative techniques, howeweralso known in"8— 7" centuries
BC Sant’Angelo Muxaro facies ware, traditionallapéd outside of the Elymian territory,
and similar anthropomorphic faces are known onetaminastrips, such as that found
at Monte Castellazzo di Poggioreale (Trapani) (&jpad 1996: 161-62). It would seem,
therefore, that these features in EIA pottery dorefiect any specific group of people, nor

are they necessarily influenced by Sardinian casitac

Figure 3.51: 'Elymian’ pottery vs Nuragic pottery. A: anth  ropomorphic protome handles

from Grotta Vanella near Segesta (Trapani); B: impr  essed circle motifs from Segesta; C:
Nuragic fragment with anthropomorphic representatio n from Sant’Anastasia di Sardara
(Cagliari); D: impressed circle motifs from Nuragic askos handles found in Carthage. (After
Marazzi and Tusa 2001: 229, 232; Tusa 1999a: 654, f ig 66; Lo Schiavo 1985a: 313, fig. 340; Lo
Schiavo 2005f: 584, fig. 7.)
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More recently Cultraro (2005) described LBA pottehapes from Mokarta
(Trapani) as reminiscent of Iberian late- and gasfaric pottery in shape and dimensions
(figure 3.52). Specifically, he felt that the higgoted cups and hemispherical bowls,which
are found in western Sicily but not in the PantaMorth repertoire, reflected “an
interesting point of contact” between Sicily andaBpduring the second half of the™.3
century BC (Cultraro 2005: 101). He situates sucbranection, however, within a
framework of Mycenaean expansion into the westeedliMrranean. So, while it is
refreshing to see non-eastern Mediterranean mbhtemaections proposed for Sicily, there
is still a tendency to interpret such connectiohg@endent upon the activity of Aegean
prospectors (Cultraro 2005: 104), rather than eratttivities and intentions of local
communities in the central and western Mediterraneie does consider a possible
mediating role of Sardinian merchants in an exchd®ween Spain and Sicily, although
only for the end of the LBA (Cultraro 2005: 104).

Figure 3.52: Comparison of pottery shapes from (A) Mokarta (Trapani) and (B) the EIl Argar
facies in Spain. (After Cultraro 2005: 100, fig. 3:  C-D.)

While Cultraro may be correct that such vesselg mav/close parallels in the
Pantalica North facies, it should be recalled fraatasi (2004: 337-38) only noted twenty-
two different shapes for this LBA ceramic style,igthseems insufficient to represent the
entire breadth of pottery for this period, andasdoubt limited by the strictly funerary
contexts used to define the facies. High-footeds@ne well known in the Thapsos
(Leighton 1999: 173, fig. 91: 2) and Milazzese (¢t 2008a: plate 16: 2) facies, and have
also been found in large quantities at | Faragl{bisitica) (Holloway and Lukesh 2001: 44,
fig. 5.25a). It seems just as likely that the Md&arups could have evolved out of these
traditions. Other Iberian materials (e.g. bronzees) are not well represented in western
Sicily, and are not otherwise known from Mokartaete is only one non-eastern site, a
tomb from Monte Canalotti (Caltanissetta), wherduglva-type fibula was recovered
(Panvini 2001: 497-98). On the other hand, Mokhketa produced evidence of shared


Anthony
Rectangle


141

metallurgical practices with the Aeolian Islandsthe form of a mould for producing
semi-lunate hilted swords, a type also found inlipari hoard (Albanese Procelli 2000:
77), which might indicate a more likely connectisith regards to the production of the
high-footed cups. For the hemispherical bowl, hasve@lberti (2008: 64, plate 21: 20-22)
preferred to compare the Mokarta shape with Itati@mnland pots.

While it was once felt that LBA central and weast&icily remained conservative
in its maintenance of the Thapsos facies culturd,thus may have reflected the
beginnings of a corporate identity split with treste(Leighton 1999: 217), this has been at
least somewhat qualified now by newer evidencecatihg the spread of some similar
Pantalica North facies pottery into the west inlttter 13" century BC (Spatafora 2001:
143). The peninsular or Ausonian material incursiseen in the east, however, are still
fairly uncommon in central and western Sicily (Afiese Procelli 2003b: 19, 47), where
they are usually held as evidence of contact waitexn Sicily, instead of the settlement of
Aeolian or peninsular peoples. This material disarey may indicate a separate,
developing identity in the east, which would cryliga into the & century BC Sikel group
mentioned by ancient authors in relation to Greskrual settlements (Hodos 2000: 43;
Leighton 1999: 216).

One interesting contrast in the consumption of Aeger Cypriot pottery can be
noted between eastern and central-western Sicllifevthe eastern sites almost always
involved burial contexts for these pots, in the wiksre is a mix of funerary and settlement
depositions (Vianello 2005: 65; Leighton 1999: 17f)five out of eight sites in the central
and western regions of Sicily Aegean or Cypriotguytis found in settlement contexts
rather than tombs. This consumption pattern isadigtgloser to the situation in Sardinia,
southern Italy, and the Aeolian Islands, where A&@gar Cypriot pottery is never found in
tombs (Vianello 2005: 52). For traditional modedkltfrom the foreign point of view, this
could be interpreted as the result of interactimetsveen locals and different eastern
Mediterranean peoples for the two regions involhgath as the idea that it was Cypriots
who were the exchange partners at Cannatello imhstellycenaeans (Tusa 1999b: 179;
Tanasi 2009: 52). While this may be a possibleangution for differing contextual
patterns, a stress on how such material is presémtiecal communities in Sicily (i.e. by
non-Sicilians) completely ignores any possible locatives for consumption differences,
and assumes that, everything else being equahrditgpSicilian communities would have
behaved in a similar manner. Vianello (2005: 77-&pwing for more local agency in his

interpretation of these contrasting contextualagitns, felt that the common shapes found
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in eastern Sicily indicated pots associated wiipldiys of wealth, while those in the west
were more concerned with transport and storagelileelgt reflect the importance of their
contents as tradable commodities. This is a validtpn some regards, as the most
common shapes in the east are painted alabastiréodn jars, which may have
represented appropriate emblems of wealth, whiteénwvest such shapes are uncommon,
and there is a preponderance of large (bulk) séojas (Leighton 1999; Vianello 2005:
201, tables 1-2).

Now that the empirical data for cultural encountese been presented for Sicily,
the following chapter focuses on the evidence fditucal encounters in Sardini&uch
contacts are characterised by different chronoldgiarameters, motivations for contact,
materials concerned, and assumed foreign agerdk/ad; The data presented in this
chapter are re-examined in Chapter Five, where@érgular objects are analysed from
their local, Sicilian contexts to show how Aegeaat@nials are appropriated and re-
contextualised to suit local needs, and how trawigti material practices are not replaced
but complemented. The identities of the agentsalbility are questioned, and a move
away from static, binary models is advocated, witrassumption of mobile eastern
Mediterranean agents bringing materials to statigr@assive Sicilians. Interpreting local
agency and motivation for contact also questioas/dilidity of labelling sites like Thapsos
or Cannatello as ‘Mycenaean emporia.” The imporasfcpre-existing networks of
exchange within the central Mediterranean, as Jeeexample, in the close development
of metallurgy between Sicily and southern Italgoahas consequences for interpreting just
how eastern Mediterranean objects entered Sidigilenging the need for a physical
Mycenaean or Cypriot presence to be read into es@syern object found. Finally, a re-
interpretation of certain material forms such asaled Aegean derivative pottery, and
the central complexes at Thapsos, is offered, wierge expressions are proposed as
hybrid forms. While they may owe a certain inspinatto cultural encounters with foreign
objects, ideas, or people, they still betray lazedtoms and ideas, and therefore speak of
negotiations between Sicilian consumers and pradutiethe conclusion chapter, a more
general and flexible picture is proposed, whicHaegs the narrow interpretation of
Mycenaean acculturation with a more inclusive aywlghic scenario involving multiple

agents, working at different scales.



4 Material Evidence in Sardinia

Sardinia has been characterised as being somewhat ithe stream of connections with
other parts of the Mediterranean world during ther2e Age (Patton 1996: 176), an
insularity that is thought to have contributedtsunique Nuragic material culture. This
isolation, however, really only applies to the mgl& connections to the Aegean, where
there is certainly less evidence for contact tlmeSicily or peninsular Italy. If the spectrum
of connections is broadened, however, to includer@y; Sicily, Italy, the Aeolian Islands,
and the western Mediterranean, it becomes cleattilsaidea of an isolated Sardinia
during the Nuragic period has been overstated (Dgsal Rowland 2007: 79; Gallin 1989:
30).

Perhaps because of this perceived insularity, thesedbeen less insistence upon the
role of Aegean traders or artisans in the developroENuragic society than what is often
proposed for Sicily in the MBA. A key exceptiontig first case study presented in this
chapter (4.3), Nuraghe Antigori, where a conspisuammount of Aegean-looking pottery
has led to interpretations of Mycenaean presendeetivity at that site (Ferrarese Ceruti
1980). More common for Sardinia in terms of foreigftuence are the proposals that posit
some kind of Cypriot involvement in the developmehiocal metallurgy (e.g. Lo Schiavo
et al. 1985; Dyson and Rowland 2007: 76; Lo Schiavo 2DpQ&émarily based on the
presence of copper oxhide ingots on the islandghvare found in greater numbers than at
any other place in the central Mediterranean. Aexg\of the consumption and production

of copper and bronze materials forms the seconel stasly in this chapter.

Before presenting the case studies, howeverappsopriate to outline briefly the
broad material traits of Nuragic Sardinia, the ot§end practices that could be defined as
local, while remembering that these expressionsididievelop in a cultural vacuum, even
if they pre-dated Middle and Late Bronze Age cotines. Even labelling all Sardinian
material culture as ‘Nuragic’ disguises existingiomal variations. As Gallin (1989: 6)
astutely observed, Nuragic culture should be cansil“a composite of variables rather
[than] a set of distinctive traits.” Neverthelessme broad generalities regarding the
material culture of Sardinia are possible, andosiefly described below. In broad terms,
the MBA in Sardinia can be summarised as invohdgagtinuity in ceramic traditions, but
radical changes in nearly every other materialtfaldeese include the appearance of open
settlements, the replacement of cave and hypogegadwith megalithic, monumental
tombs, and the appearance of the first nuraghUgai 1995: 255).
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Figure 4.1: Sardinian sites mentioned in the text. 1. Anti  gori; 2. Domu ‘e S'Orku; 3. Monte
Arrubiu; 4. Capoterra; 5. Uta; 6. Assemini; 7. Mitz  a Purdia/Monte Sa Idda; 8. Su Fraigu; 9:
Grotta Pirosu Su Benatzu; 10. San Cosimo; 11. Villa novaforru; 12. Barumini; 13. Serra llixi;
14. Arrubiu; 15. Perda ‘e Floris; 16. Sa Carcaredda ; 17. San Giovanni di Sinis; 18. Santa
Cristina; 19. Abini; 20. Bidistili; 21. Ottana; 22. Sa Sedda ‘e Sos Carros; 23. Galtelli; 24;
Irgoli; 25. Santu Antine; 26. Funtana Janna; 27. Fu  ntana Ittireddu; 28. Sedda Ottinnera; 29.
Santa Maria in Paulis; 30. Badde Ulumu; 31. Perfuga s; 32. Nuchis; 33. Sa Testa.



145

4.1  Sardinia in the Middle and Late Bronze Age: A Material Overview

The most obvious place to start an overview of fB&ad Bronze Age material culture is
with the nuraghi themselves. These stone toweralagiitous features of the island’s
landscape, numbering approximately seven thouseamtges (Webster 1996: 91). In
their developed form nuraghi involve truncated,icahtowers made of blocks of dry stone
placed in tapering courses, and topped by a cedbdibme (Cavanagh and Laxton 1987:
40-46; Webster 1991: 169). Many of the towers hsaeond storeys, with stairways built
into the thickness of the walls. These stairs atally placed just inside the entrances,
opposite a so-called guards room, and lead to desno@per room (Webster 1996: 92). In
simple mono-towered structures up to three wathescor small rooms are often found,
positioned symmetrically around the large centpalce. While the superstructures of these
towers are only partially preserved today, modeaghi provide an indication of what
some of the missing architectural features may faseed like. The nuraghi would have
averaged approximately 15m in height, with thedatd&nown (Nuraghe Santu Antine)
possibly reaching 25m in elevation (Webster 19%B)1

While there has been healthy debate on when thetiggaof constructing nuraghi
began, it is now widely accepted that it signifitapredates contact with the eastern
Mediterranean, and that it is not related to anypmmeental architecture traditions such as
Mycenaean tombs (Gallin 1989: 19). The earliesaghrare called protonuraghi, pseudo-
nuraghi, or corridor nuraghi, and are dated toBbenanaro period (1800 —1550 BC)
(Gallin 1989: 26-27). These developed into tituglosstyle nuraghi, so-called because of
their resemblance to the beehive-shaped subtemaos®s found in the Peloponnese.
Some scholars have suggested that it is this dewelot intatholosnuraghi that should be
considered a consequence of contact with easteditdfieanean peoples (e.g. Ugas 1992:
225), although such a notion has also been effdgtiismissed by both architectural
specialists (Gallin 1989: 22; Cavanagh and Laxt®8i71 39), and on chronological
grounds (Blake 2001: 146; Webster 1991: 171). yfiaspiration for nuraghi needs to be
sought, then the dry-stone architecture of socétiehe central and western
Mediterranean is just as likely to have provideal ithpetus for innovation (Cavanagh and
Laxton 1987: 45). Even within the central and wesMediterranean, however, any
similarities in architectural practices are ratgeneral, and the chronological span is quite
broad (Trump 1990: 43; Kolb 2005: 171). Regardtdsany extra-insular inspiration,
therefore, the nuraghi should be considered a Sardconcept executed by Sardinian

architects and labourers.
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Figure 4.2: Nuraghi typology. A: proto-nuraghe; B: single tower; C: multi-tower; D: complex
multi-tower (fortress). (A, B, D after Webster 1996 : figs. 22b, 31, 44; C after Lilliu 1988: fig.
194).

Nuraghi sites (figure 4.2) range in complexity freimple single tower sites (by far
the most common on the island), to multi-towerdtlesments (usually with three to five
subsidiary towers), and finally to the most compdérs, where a multi-towered core is
augmented by several out-buildings, and in somescasother outer wall surrounding
these structures. Webster (1996: 111-17) refetisetee as Class | (single tower), II (multi-
tower) and Il (multi-tower with outworks) settlemts. Class lll sites are not common in
Sardinia, and Webster (1996: 117) includes justtéan examples of this most complex
category. At some of these sites a particular tfpsut-building — called a meeting hut — is
found. These huts are usually large round buildimgth benches along the interior of their
walls, and circular platforms in the centre. At sosites this platform is thought to have
held a model of a nuraghe, though none of the éaamples of model nuraghi recovered
from meeting huts has actually been foumdituon the platform (Blake 1997: 155).
Several other huts are often found surroundingghirgf any class), where the bulk of the
population are imagined to have lived. It is nosgible to say what percentage of sites has
evidence for this ‘village,” as usually only thevers themselves have been excavated
(Webster 1996: 118). There is no apparent corogldietween the complexity of the
nuraghe and the size of its surrounding villages@yand Rowland 2007: 68). Webster
(1996: 125) notes that over the course of the LB#ayvillages were founded
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independent of nuraghi complexes, which may sigtiié/movement of some of the
nuraghe’s social functions to new public areas. fgegv cult areas), or that the placement
of LBA settlements was based more on economic deraiions than defensive/strategic
ones (A. Usai 1995: 257).

The traditional view of nuraghi development posiigt some single-towered sites
developed into multi-towered ones, and then a nsanchller number of powerful or
wealthy elites developed their multi-towered nuidagto complex, fortress-like
settlements (Lilliu 1988: 502; Webster 1991: 188dre recently, this model of
development has been criticised as being too gvolaty, and a re-examination of some
multi-towered and complex nuraghi (e.g. NuragheuBiu — Lo Schiavo and Sanges 1994:
55), has indicated that these sites were planmed fine outset as complex compounds,
rather than developments from single-towered c@et)sai 1995: 254). Nuraghe
Antigori, given its unusual position on a high ppéce, incorporating natural rocky
outcrops into its defences, seems more likely teetmeen planned as such, rather than a

single towered site that eventually developed ebtri&dings.

Aside from the nuraghi, two other monumental buidpforms are associated with
the Nuragic period: giants’ tombs and sacred wé&lese building types are not as
numerous as the nuraghi. Giants’ tombs containiphelburials, and over six hundred
examples are known island-wide, dating back tcBBA (Blake 1999: 42). While they
originally could have functioned as communal bupialces, it is likely that by the LBA
these tombs were restricted to elite usage, asniadl number of tombs could no longer
service the entire population (Dyson and Rowlan@i72@2; Webster 1996: 145). In form
(figure 4.3) they involve long stone-lined cisteyered in earth, with a semi-circular
forecourt composed of upright orthostatic slabs Géntral slab (the ‘giant’ — Gallin 1989:
56) covering the entrance is the largest, and dféena curved stele on top. The rest of the
orthostats become progressively smaller towards &otls of the semi-circle. This tomb
type seems to develop out of the oldiéées couvertepre-Nuragic tombs (Gallin 1989:
56); they are even describedadiees couvertewith forecourts attached (Blake 2001:
147). Giants’ tombs are always associated withoaiprate Nuragic tower or village
(Gallin 1989: 54). During the course of the LBAgithspatial relationship to the towers
becomes stronger, and the tombs start to adopiasiarchitectural features to the nuraghi
(Blake 1999: 47).

There is a passing resemblance between giants'stamdb the style of building

callednavetasn the Balearic Islands (Gallin 1989: 68). Thessetasvere used as both
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habitations, starting at the end of ther8illennium BC, and later as burial monuments

(albeit only on Minorca) (Ramis 2010: 65). Whilpassible influence between these

Figure 4.3: Giants' tomb at Bidistili near Fonni (Nuoro), ground plan and view of facade.
(After Webster 1996: 144, fig. 57.)

western and central Mediterranean islands is aiguahg idea, apart from some vague
similarities noted between pottery from a few siteMinorca and Monte Claro and
Bonnanaro facies pottery (2400 — 1650 BC) in SaadiDepalmas and Plantalamor
Massanet 2003: 54-55), there is very little datmtlge the extent of contact between them
(Gallin 1989: 68). Giants’ tombs are often in apsiate of preservation, and even when
reasonably intact examples are found, there is htflgyin terms of LBA material

recovered due to their later historical re-use 4P89: 56). Even skeletal remains are
uncommon (Dyson and Rowland 2007: 82). As a refarijgn material is only recorded

from three burial contexts (San Cosimo, Motrox GsBand Su Fraigu) in Sardinia.

The other monumental building type, this one oagjimg in the LBA, is the sacred
well (figure 4.4). Ugas (2005: 84-85) felt suctesitleveloped first in the MBA, where

there is evidence for water cults. He categoriaestuilding types into this water-based
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cult category: sacred springs, found mostly in ntaumous areas, where the water rises to
the surface; and sacred wells, involving signiftaamderground construction. As
mentioned above, there are not that many examplaepared to the nuraghi. Webster
(1996: 147) estimated about fifty sacred wells werewn in 1996. While there is
considerable variety in the forms such buildindg®tdahe most monumental types usually
involve a stone-lined pit, which is capped witthaloslike (or nuraghe-like) covering
varying between 3 — 13m in height (Dyson and Rod/[2007: 85-86) . Thitholosis

Figure 4.4: Sa Testa (Olbia-Tempio) sacred well.

sometimes subterranean, like Mycenatemostombs, but more often is built upon level
ground or into the side of a hill. As with the disirombs, a small forecourt is placed in
front of the entrance, where ritual practises aleeled to have occurred. There may also
be indications of a wider festival space aroundcith@plexes, and some sites have low
walls or betyl stones that appear to demark a daamelosure (Dyson and Rowland 2007:
85) . In some sacred wells, deposits of animal bopettery, and votive offerings have
been found, hinting at certain activities such@smunal feasting (Webster 1996: 148).
Many of these ritual complexes occupy liminal areesveen Nuragic settlements,
suggesting that they were shared between diffe@nmunities. While places to make
votive deposits might seem likely areas to findefgn materials, only two sites (Santa
Cristina and Perda 'e Floris) have yielded extsadar objects. Re-use and rebuilding, as
well as looting, however, may be impairing our jggrtion of standard practices at these

sites.
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Nuragic pottery (figure 4.5) is typically describasl not very distinctive, which has

no doubt hindered its identification outside of @aia. Even within the island, the

Figure 4.5: Nuragic pottery, common shapes. A: lamp; B: mi Ik boiler; C: milk boiler in
brazier; D: burnished askoid jug; E: cup; F: bread pan; G: piriform jar. (Lo Schiavo 1985a:
figs. 317, 321, 323, 330, 336, 337, 342).
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discovery and processing of local pottery has tdndée inadequate (Lo Schiavo 1985a:
298). It is only in the past decade that a mondg@apthe typology of Nuragic pottery has
been published (Campus and Leonelli 2000), whitdngtted to describe certain
geographic distributions within the island. Beydppology and distribution, however, the
study of local pottery has not yet progressed Yargompared with other parts of the
Mediterranean. Some general comments about Sanddoiéery during the LBA,
nevertheless, are still possible. The shapes gtesgend to be very conservative (Gallin
1989: 22), a feature that has no doubt hindereceany attempt at chronological seriation.
In the LBA, there is strong continuity of practieéh the preceding MBA period in all
functional categories (cooking, storage, food prafan, and serving), including both flat
bread pans, and vessels involved in cheese maléngn(lk boilers and strainers)
(Webster 1996: 134). The pottery is usually notodated, and made of coarse fabrics with
many inclusions (Lo Schiavo 1985a: 298). Largeagiercontainers, carinated cups, and
carinated bowls become more common in the LBA,aaspindle whorls and loomweights,
indicating to Webster (1996: 135) an increase argstorage, and an intensification of
textile production, particularly textiles assocateith animal husbandry. What little
decoration exists is generally incised or comb-esped, such as that found inside bread
pans (Webster 1996: 134). Campus and Leonelli (2690) include five classes of
decoration for Nuraghic pottery: incision, impressiplastic additions, painting, and
burnishing. The latter two techniques are very mnatbe Bronze Age. Decorated pottery in
Sardinia tends to be recovered almost always ft@Nuragic complexes themselves, and
not the surrounding villages, perhaps suggestiagtttese pots had a certain value as
status markers (Webster 1996: 136).

As the production and consumption of copper repitssthe second case study of
this chapter (section 4.4), only a brief commemtuatsardinian metallurgy is included
here. While much discussion has revolved arounddteeof Cyprus in the development of
Nuragic bronze smithing, it would be a mistakehiok that Sardinian metal workers were
inexperienced or unskilled before the time thatpewpxhide ingots were imported to
(and/or produced in) Sardinia (Lo Schiavo 2008:)285fact, evidence for the production
of copper in Sardinia dates as early as the LatgitRie (Ozieri) period (early 4 — early
3 millennium BC), involving complex metallurgicalgmesses such as desulphurisation
and cupellation (Giardino 1992: 304-305). To dé&iety sites have provided evidence of
metallurgical activity before the beginning of tM&A (Lo Schiavo 2008: 235). Weapons,
tools, and jewellery are all attested during tlaigyestage (Usai 2005: 273). Aside from

finished products, evidence for metallurgical pi@tomes in the form of casting moulds,
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slag heaps, crucibles, and tools specifically daaged with metalworking (Lo Schiavo
2005c: 289, 292-94). Some of these tools bearaanesnce to LBA Cypriot

metalworking instruments, and are discussed furthsection 4.4.2.

There has been considerable debate on how Nurgigiersents were organised,
particularly with respect to how hierarchical Sardn society was, and what specific
functions the nuraghe itself performed. Lilliu'9@8: 574-75) interpretation, still the most
widespread, sees these sites as forts or fortteBseg were founded on pastoral wealth,
organised into territorial cantons, involving stisocial hierarchies and an innate warrior
mentality. The rulers of the complex nuraghi (ddeat as theocratic shepherd-kings)
operated as absolute monarchs, similar to thostedtieval Europe, and actually lived in
the nuraghe, which were built by slaves or prissmméwar (A. Usai 1995: 253-54). In
feudal Europe, single, wealthy families could owneral castles at the same time, and
while the concept of ownership may not be appropii@ a nuraghe, it has been suggested
that similar control could have been exercised seeeral sites simultaneously by
powerful Sardinian elites (Phillips 1991: 84). lbwd be difficult to prove such a
hypothesis materially, and of course there are miben documents from which to draw
conclusions. Lilliu (1988: 576) proposed intermeglisocial ranks, involving lesser
patriarchs (i.e. kinship group leaders from village smaller nuraghi), who form a kind of
“council of elders.” In the surrounding villageesser households of five to ten members
have been proposed, who function independentlyherasimilar groups, and are largely
self-sufficient (Webster 1996: 126; Lilliu 1988:56 There may be some material
evidence for the existence of such family groupiimghe village groundplans of well-
preserved nuraghi, in the form of conglomerationa certain number of huts around a
courtyard, which are largely closed off from thbaatvillage buildings, although these

complexes may more properly date to the Iron Agkifl1988: 365; Phillips 1991: 85).

Webster’'s (1996: 126-28) model of Nuragic socmifers an analogy to African
kraal communities, where complexes involving seMeuss encircle a common open work
space. Just as the kraal headman would live itatgest hut, so too the Nuraghic chief
would have resided in the tower (or central toweat complex nuraghe). Sites in both
systems tend to develop from the centre outwarygljraportant ritual or civic buildings
tend to be found close to the chief’s residencd,tha walls separating the central
complexes from outside residences (or from outsidegeneral) emphasise the greater
importance of internal social relations over exa¢ebster 1996: 127-28). As with

Lilliu’s reconstruction, wealth was largely derive]dm owning livestock, although in the
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kraal model there is much less emphasis on thaawdilke nature of the community, and
the existence of Lilliu’s aristocratic sub-class#dled into question. While certain material
(especially defensive) features could justify Lilfi (1988: 576) comparison between
nuraghi and Medieval European castles, excavatibngaraghi have not provided
evidence of craft specialisation, professional asnor a distinctly subordinate class of
serfs or slaves (Webster 1991: 172) which wouldicete a closer parallel to Medieval

castle societies.

Others have also placed less emphasis on the mistiitaaspects of Nuragic
settlements, and posit a more egalitarian Sardsoarety, particularly with regard to
simple mono-towered settlements (Trump 1990: 4%1ZBai 1992: 214). Such settlements
are proposed to consist of canton-based family conitnes of up to twenty individuals,
where each kinship group erected a single toweunegghe in both competition and
cooperation with other kin groups (Trump 1990: 488w nuraghi were built due to a
process of social fission, when the kin group bex&mo large for the current habitation,
and so construction is undertaken “some distan@sy alwut still close enough for practical
communication” (Bonzani 1992: 214). In Trump’s (29999) reconstruction, actual social
hierarchy does not exist until the developmenhefgroperly defensive fortress-like
nuraghe in the Iron Age. Conversely, the earliegle-towered nuraghi would have had
limited practical (i.e. militaristic) value as kee@rump (1990: 45) correctly points out
that if the thousands of nuraghi actually reflecestate of constant warfare, it would have
been impossible for the organisation to build therhe first place, as the agricultural
subsistence requirements and co-operative labost have needed substantial periods of
peace and stability. Instead, he sees the singleréal nuraghi as expressions of territorial
control (Trump 1992: 199), and competitions ofsanore so than military might (Trump
1990: 45). When the proper militaristic nuraghi eleped, it was likely in response to
local competition over resources, rather than arggived external threat, as the paucity

of coastal fortress nuraghi indicates (Trump 1290).

Almost dialectically opposed to this egalitariandab Ugas sought parallels for the
functioning of Nuragic settlements in the Aegeaan.felt the Mycenaeawanaxwas a
good analogy to the Nuragic ruler, and drew orr laigtorical accounts that refer to a
monarchical dynasty system in Sardinia (Ugas 188Y.:He proposed direct contact
between the two regions, which he felt was refi@atecertain architectural developments
like the change from corridor nuraghittelosnuraghi (Ugas 1992: 225). Ugas’ vision of

Nuragic society is similar to Lilliu’'s but more cqbex: rather than a tribal patriarchy, he
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sees the settlements as proto-urban, where thghmiend its resident king was
completely segregated from the subordinate poulatind there existed intermediate
social classes, including warriors and priestsigai 1995: 254). This society developed
out of a more equal, but still hierarchical MBA fréNuragic community, where the
persistence of collective tombs for both king angulace, and a closer relationship
between the village homes and the fortified residandicated a greater solidarity (Ugas
2005: 241). This more egalitarian society was basedhatrilineal succession, and Ugas
(2005: 241-42) saw a parallel to Minoan mother-gssdworship, where the highest
religious authority was not the king, but a prisstgqueen.

Usai has incorporated a broader perspective téutiaioning of Nuragic
settlements, recognising that the towers couldrbal&neously defensive, domestic, and
ideological. He dismissed Ugas’ Mycenasamnaxanalogy, stating that while the
complex nuraghi are impressive in their own righéy do not approach the degree of
complexity of a Mycenaean citadel in terms of oreatation, furnishings, use of space, or
the employment of a system of writing (A. Usai 19954). Such material differences he
believed must also be echoed in the complexityooiad relations. There are also sharp
differences in the pervasiveness of each settlesystém: in the Aegean, such citadels
only developed in four places (three in the Peloese and one in Boeotia), whereas in
Sardinia nuraghi are found in almost every regatran average of one per 4khilliu
1988: 485). In reality, most of the Greek mainlamd the Aegean islands would have had

less complex systems of social organisation (Ai W885: 254).

Instead, Usai (1995: 254) drew an analogy betwieriunctioning of Nuragic
settlements and the chiefdom-type of organisatiah Peroni proposed for the Italian
mainland. In such a model, the Nuragic ruler is l@s absolute, theocratic monarch, and
more a chief who must periodically negotiate hédust, and is more integrated with his
community. The connection between the ruler anddter is not as direct and exclusive
as in Lilliu's or Ugas’ systems, and should be tjfttuof as mediated through other
symbolic significances, such as the need to see&ersus or the legitimation of power,
which in such a chiefdom system is “never firm ecwwe” (A. Usai 1995: 257). The
existence of complex nuraghi as early as the MBeawshat dilutes the theory of Trump
that hierarchical societies did not exist before ltlon Age, and Usai (1995: 256) proposes
a more articulated system based on tribal poweere&vkome control over the means of

production can be exercised by the chief. Suclstery of power better fits the socio-
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political development of prehistoric Sardinia, wdher Mycenaean-like absolute ruler

would seemingly have developed out of nowhere enMiBA.

The strongest aspect of Usai's framework, howasehe flexibility and versatility
he proposes for the nuraghi themselves. He sugtiegtthe popularity and proliferation of
the nuraghi must go beyond simple analyses of grartical functional potential, as such
an investment in wealth, materials and labour waeaeim disproportionate to the material
advantages of the towers (A. Usai 1995: 258). Sitewirump may be correct that early
and simple nuraghi would have had little practaefiensive value as keeps, as a part of a
system of territorial control, and as expressidnagilant ownership, they did have a
defensive function. The fact that, up to the enthefLBA, villages were always
constructed near the towers is further proof oirtbecurity implications. When the
villages start to become situated apart from tinets, in response to more economic than
defensive needs, it is less a reflection of the wisa defensive role for the nuraghi, as an
expression of the “explosion” of the settlementays which had to respond to more than
just strategic criteria (A. Usai 1995: 257).

As for a domestic function, while Usai acknowledgleel presence of domestic
materials in the nuraghi complexes, he felt thay tthould not be strictly regarded as the
abode of the chief. The internal spaces in the tewee both too confined and dark to
provide much comfort (or prestige for the resideat)d Webster (1991: 177) estimates an
average of 34Aof interior space for most two-storey corbelledaghi in the Borore
region. Even early in the investigation of nurathigir practicality as homes, particularly
elite dwellings, was questioned due to their spatid lighting constraints, the low
clearance of many entrances, and the lack of acaatation for smoke exhaust
(Fergusson 1872: 431; Perrot and Chipiez 1890: B8y may have been associated with
other domestic functions, however, such as thegéof communal property, or the
preparation of communal meals, as the presencettdrp, animal bones, hearths, and
various tools testifies (A. Usai 1995: 257).

In terms of ideological value, while being ablectimstruct a nuraghe (or giant’s
tomb, or even a village) may well have been a ¢dslocial dominance for a ruler over a
subordinate population, the justification for sisdtial sacrifices would need to have
reflected the tower’s utility to the community atde (e.g. storage of valuable property
belonging to the settlement) (A. Usai 1995: 258).siich, the towers (and later in
prehistory, the tower models) may have not onlyesented the authority of the chief, but

moreover the strength, prestige, and durabilitthefcommunity. The standardisation of
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the single tower form, so easily recognisable dwday, further testifies to the symbolic
potential of the nuraghi (Trump 1990: 45). Evenfibrress-type (i.e. class Ill) nuraghi,
which are more practically militaristic, are eladi@d far beyond mere defensive
expediency (A. Usai 1995: 258). Without such amidgical component to the nuraghi,
the acute diffusion of this settlement type thraugtBronze Age Sardinia is
unimaginable.

It could be argued that the search for a singlerarehing paradigm for how Nuragic
settlements functioned is inevitably a misguided.ith over seven thousand sites,
occupying different ecological zones, and at défgrepisodes of time during the Nuragic
Period, any explanation of the inner workings aftsa society would have to be rather
flexible, and embrace variability over standard@atSuch differentiations could include
the functioning of coastal versus inland sites,lé&ma versus upland settlements, or
between sites of differing architectural elabonmatio building technology (Gallin 1989: 8).
In terms of common trends across all sites, itd¢da argued that nuraghe-based
settlements were hierarchical in nature from thsetuthe expression of territoriality
dictated the placement of the towers, that a deferignction of some sort (refuge,
territory marker, lookout, beacon) was always asatgration in their construction
(Webster 1991: 172), and that inter-visibility beem complexes seems to have been a
requirement (Gallin 1989: 52). During periods ajthbccupation, competition for
resources and territory would likely have beencieiln such a competitive environment

one could envision the LBA development of fortreégse nuraghi.

The present study is interested in the effectxtrhe@nsular contact on the islander
societies in Sicily and Sardinia, and in that respiéis argued here that such contacts do
not appear to have influenced the broader funaimoi Nuragic society. More discrete
material practices, however, could be connectebdanfluence of foreign peoples and the
consumption of foreign goods, and from that perspedt is important to have some kind
of understanding of the role of the ruling clasg functioning of the nuraghi, and the
relationship between settlements. What followsIsok at broad patterns of connectivity
over the course of the Middle and Late Bronze Agesiing the kinds of extra-insular
materials found in Sardinia, and briefly mentionthg few instances of Sardinian

materials that have been found elsewhere in thatbteahean.
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4.2  Temporal Patterns of Connectivity and the Rangef Materials Involved

As mentioned in the opening paragraph of this aajitwould be a mistake to view
Sardinia as unconnected to the rest of the Meditean world in any part of its prehistory,
and certainly in the Bronze Age there is some awgdeof culture contact from the outset.
In the Eneolithic/Copper Age and Early Bronze AB800 — 1800 BC) such contact is
represented by the so-called Beaker material firabsl across much of'3nillennium BC
Europe and the western Mediterranean (Ugas 198525Webster 1996: 53-54illiu
1988: 160). Also dating to this period are certagtal tools and weapons which have
suggested more specific connections to southemcErand the Polada and Rinaldone
cultures of the Italian peninsula (Lilliu 1988: 398nd swords (e.g. an Iberian El Algar
bronze sword), suggesting links to the west (Weld€d86: 75). Such exotic items are still
quite rare, and Webster (1996: 75) is likely carir@ssuming extra-insular contacts were

sporadic and probably involved non-commercial taatisns.

Moving to the MBA (ca. 1800 — 1300 BC) (figure 4.8)e earliest Helladic pottery
found in Sardinia (at Nuraghe Arrubiu) is a LH 1RA14" century BC) alabastron (figure
4.7) (Ugas 2005: 203-204). This small pot, howeigethe only one dated to this phase in
Sardinia, and may more properly reflect direct aohwith Sicily, peninsular Italy, or the
Aeolian Islands, where such material is more plentiuring the 14 century BC. It was
found in a later LBA stratum in the central courtyaf the nuraghe (Re 1998: 287),
possibly indicating that it was secondarily exchethgome time after its first appearance
in the central Mediterranean. This may also bectse for the ivory figure fragment found
at Mitza Purdia/Decimoputzu (figure 4.8), whichsseto depict an Aegean style boar’s
tusk helmet, and has been dated to the LH IIIA/Eiquie(léfh century BC) based on
Aegean comparanda (Ferrarese Cerutil. 1987: 12). The pottery found with it (all
surface finds) represented various time periodedFese Cerutet al. 1987: 13). Other
possible imports include a Sicilian-looking bromsgger from Su Mulinu near
Villanovafranca, and two daggers in the Ottana thélaat may be either Cypriot or local
copies (Webster 1996:103). These daggers havedated to the MBA based on their
association with Wessex Il (Arreton Down) faciesapens (Lo Schiavet al.1985: 9);
however, this association is not based on a slamteological context (see section
4.4.2). Finally, some glass beads have been fauadioto-nuraghe of 16- 15"
centuries BC date, which have been compared to geanfound in Corsica, France, and
England (Ugas 2005: 204). Webster (1996: 103) sstggedecline in exotica during the
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MBA, but since the EBA was not particularly richfinds either, it is perhaps better to

think of a continuity of low-level exchange.
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Figure 4.7: Alabastron from Arrubiu. (After Lo Schiavo and

Sanges 1994: 68, fig. 43).
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Figure 4.8: Ivory fragment of an Aegean-style boar's tusk helmet from Mitza Purdia. (Image
source: http://www.aristeo.org/sardegnaemiti/galler ia/galleria.html).

This is not the case in the Sardinian LBA (ca. 13@®D0 BC) (figure 4.9), when
contact between the eastern Mediterranean andrisagdiw its (pre-colonial) apex. Also
apparent is a connection with the western Meditexaa and Atlantic coast, particularly in
metallurgy (Giardino 1995: 340). From the easteigm pottery has been discovered at
thirteen locations. Of these, however, only theraxinately two hundred sherds from
Nuraghi Antigori (see section 4.3.3 below) repreésesignificant total. The twelve sherds
loosely ascribed to Orosei are the by-product afdéstine excavations, and may
represent multiple sites (Ferrarese Ceruti 19969).2Z'he second highest stratigraphic
total for any Sardinian site are the six sherdsifbat Nuraghe Domu ‘e S’Orku, located
close to Antigori. Most of this foreign pottery cemfrom the Aegean, although three sites
have also yielded Cypriot pottery. The suggestiolo@al production has been proposed
for foreign-looking pottery at seven sites. At Ayaii and Domu ‘e S’Orku this has been

corroborated by provenience analyses (Jones and 8&i&).

Aside from pottery, eastern Mediterranean contttdicated by the presence of
copper oxhide ingots at thirty-four sites (Lo Sei@005e: 317-26). There is a more
recent catalogue of oxhide ingot finds in Sardimihich is included in the bibliography
(Lo Schiavo and Muhlet al.2009), but was unfortunately unavailable for cdtagion in
the present study. It is not likely to affect threabysis in any significant way. Only four
whole ingots survive; the remainder (and bulk)ha& eévidence consists of fragments, often
in utilitarian hoard contexts. These ingots arespneed to have been imported from
Cyprus, based on lead isotope and trace elemelysasg Stos-Gale and Gale 1992: 335).
Some scholars have challenged the validity of suralyses (e.dBuddet al. 1995b: 15;

Knapp 2000), and more recent archaeometric relsalts been more ambiguous
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(Begemanret al.2001: 73). The production, consumption, and distron of copper and

bronze represents the second case study in thigesh@ee 4.4), and these issues are

explored more fully

Figure 4.9: Distribution of LBA (1300 — 900 BC) extra-insu lar finds in Sardinia. 1. Antigori; 2.

Domu ‘e S’Orku; 3. Monte Arrubiu; 4. Capoterra; 5. Uta; 6. Assemini; 7. Mitza Purdia/Monte
Sa ldda; 8. Su Fraigu; 9: Grotta Pirosu Su Benatzu; 10. Sant’Anastasia; 11. Villanovaforru;
12. Barumini; 13. Nuragus; 14. Monte Zara; 15. Perd a ‘e Floris; 16. Villagrande Strisaili; 17.
San Giovanni di Sinis; 18. Santa Cristina; 19. Abin  i; 20. Bidistili; 21. Duos Nuraghes; 22. Sa
Sedda ‘e Sos Carros; 23. Galtelli; 24; Irgoli; 25.  Santu Antine; 26. Funtana Janna; 27.
Funtana lttireddu; 28. Sedda Ottinnéra; 29. Santa M  aria in Paulis; 30. Badde Ulumu; 31.
Perfugas; 32. Nuchis; 33. Sa Testa; 34. Is Baccus;  35. S'Arenagiu; 36. Is Fossus; 37.
Nurallao; 38. Giva Molas; 39. Bithia; 40.Serucci; 4 1. Baradili; 42. Benezziddo; 43. Motrox ‘e
Bois; 44. Nastasi; 45. Bau Nuraxi; 46. Serra Orios/ Val del'lsalle; 47. Gremanu o Madau; 48.
Samugheo; 49. Siniscola; 50. Funtana ‘e Cresia; 51.  Talana; 52. Ocile; 53. Sarule/Orani; 54.
La Maddalena; 55. Sa Mandra ‘e Sa Giua; 56. Flumene longu/Porticciolo; 57. Grotta di Su

Guanu; 58. Sant’Antioco di Bisarcio; 59.Palmavera; 60. Ploaghe; 61. Usini; 62. Albucciu; 63.

San Giorgio
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there. Aside from the ingots, certain finished lmeshave been compared to Cypriot

examples, some of which are considered possiblerimlLo Schiaveet al. 1985: 22-28).

Finally, amber, glass, and faience beads havefbeed at five sites, with various
proposals of eastern Mediterranean sources. Twlesk sites (San Cosimo near
Gonnosfanadiga and Su Fraigu), both tombs, havidupsa significant quantities of glass
and faience beads (Re 1998: 288; Lo Schiavo 2003 The source of these beads is
difficult to assess. They have been compared typcddly to Aeolian and Sicilian
(Thapsos) examples (Ugas 1982: 182; Dyson and RaW2807: 98-99), and therefore
may reflect trade from within the central Mediterean. Similarly difficult to source are
the few examples of amber beads, at sites likegaritand Sa Sedda ‘e Sos Carros
(Oliena). While Vianello (2005: 140) posits an Aageorigin, it should be kept in mind
that amber is not native to Greece (Harding 198, &nd there are closer sources for this
material, such as the Adriatic and Sicily (Leight®99: 181). If it inevitably came from
the Baltic region, which some archaeometric analyseve indicated (Harding 1984: 60),
then it is not strictly necessary for Aegean menthizo have acted as middle-men
distributors, even if amber appears in greater tities) and earlier contexts, in the
Peloponnese (Harding 1984: 68-69).

Apart from these possible eastern materials, LBAliB& also experiences an
increase in the amount of exotica with presumedever central Mediterranean origins.
These are almost all bronze objects, particulamyrds and axes, but also include razors,
sickles, and fibulae, which have been found at tyvene sites on the island. Central Italy
is often believed to be a key source for such abjedith Calabria, Sicily, France and the
Iberian peninsula also providing objects or infloes (Giardino 1995: 295). There has
been a recent shift in seeing a nevineof metal forms being introduced in the™-3 12"
centuries BC, whose origins lie outside of the Asgend whose spread into the eastern
Mediterranean has been explained as either a mowesfipeoples or the existence of
exchange networks (Jung 2009: 129). By the entleof.BA, the Atlantic west is also
believed to have exchanged forms with Sardinia (Matara 2002: 156). Much of the
bronze material is only loosely dated, and may npooperly belong to the EIA. Sardinian
exports are found in central Italy at that timee(below). In addition to western metal
forms, Giardino (1995: 249) has suggested thaptbduction of pottery with burnished
decorations, found at several sites largely instheh of Sardinia during the FBA — EIA, is

similar to decorative techniques that are commasouth-western Spain in the FBA.
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It is not just imports to Sardinia that providedamnce for extra-insular contact in the
LBA. Some Nuragic materials have been found outsfdie island, providing interesting
(if still too scarce) clues to what was exchangeckturn for the exotic items found in
Sardinia. In the 18century BC Nuragic pottery has been found in Grat¢he southern
port site of Kommos (Watroust al. 1998; Campus and Leonelli 2000: 108), providing at
least some material basis to argue for the bi-tioeal nature of contact between the
island and the Aegean during the LBA. Nuragic pgtteas also discovered in Ausonian |l
(12" - 10" centuries BC) levels at Lipari (Ferrarese Cer@8&: 335), and more recently
in the southern Sicilian site of Cannatello (Le®D2: 237), indicating exchanges between
the two large islands in the 13- 12" centuries BC. Finally, between the end of the LBA
and beginning of the EIA (century BC), a specific, and for once quite distire
Nuragic vessel type, the askoid jug (figure 4.5} been found in several places in the
Mediterranean. These include Motya, Dessueri, amddfca in Sicily (Lo Schiavo 2005d:
110; Albanese Procelli 2003b: 109), in Villanovamb contexts in Etruria, at Carthage, at
Khaniale Tekke in Crete, and two sites in soutt&pain (Lo Schiavo 2003: 18-19). These
vessels are found in sanctuary contexts in Sardamid Lo Schiavo (2003: 20) feels they
reflect the exchange of a specialised containeritigalistically significant liquid,
particularly for the Villanovan burial contexts. iShast phase of imported pottery may
more properly reflect the movements of Phoenidiadérs in the western Mediterranean
than any specific Sardinian mobility, especiallg tbgs found in Spain and Carthage,
although the 19 century BC is still rather early for major Phoéaicforays into the west.
Perhaps also related to these later ceramic impoetthe pots from Trapani (western
Sicily) mentioned in Chapter Three, which were siesd to as Elymian ware (Tusa
1999a: 651), but whose impressed circular decarsigmd anthropomorphic handles

resemble Nuragic practices (figure 3.51: A, B).

As for metal objects, Sardinian bronzes are knawitalian peninsular contexts in
the EIA, such as the twelve votive bronze boatsdoat six different sites (Lo Schiavo
2000: 141). Also of possible Sardinian origin dre $o-called Monte Sa Idda style flange-
hilted swords (Giardino 2000: 103, table 6.1), vahn@ave been found in northern ltaly,
Spain, and Portugal (Giardino 1995: 197-98). SirtyiJdhere is a slight distribution bias in
favour of Sardinia for the flat axe with two latel@ops, and an incomplete example from
the Monte Arrubiu hoard (Cagliari) seems to sug&sastinian manufacture (Giardino

1995: 322). These axes have also been found ihararSpain.
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Now that the general chronological distributiorfareign materials on Sardinia
between 1300 — 900 BC has been outlined, a clos&rdt the particular consumption of
exotica is examined, looking first at eastern Memdé&nean pottery at Nuraghe Antigori,
and then broadening the spectrum of contacts tadeahe entire Mediterranean through

an examination of the production and consumptiocogiper and bronze on the island.

4.3 Nuraghe Antigori

4.3.1 Overview

Nuraghe Antigori is located in southern Sardinlang the north-western coast of the Gulf
of Cagliari. It overlooks the southern point of fBelfo degli Angeli near the town of
Sarroch (figure 4.10). The Nuragic complex liesragpnately 750m from the modern
shoreline, on a hill that rises 177m above sed [@véu 1988: 399). Along with Nuraghe
Domu ‘e S'Orku, situated on its own hilltop appnmetely four kilometres to the south,
Antigori dominates the northern half of a wide ces#t of coastal lowland stretching from
Sarroch to Pula. From these two nuraghi, about 26kaoastline can be observed
(Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982), and fromgamiiitself, most of the Bay of Cagliari.
This lowland area has been partially surveyed gerof the large archaeological
investigation into the site of Nora and its temytcand thirty-six sites dating to the Middle
and Late Bronze Age have been discovered, whichiatebuted into a systematic pattern
of settlement (Rendeli 2003: 12, fig. 2; Bondi 2023). This represents the area’s busiest
period of settlement in prehistory, and surveyhefarea to the north and west of Pula has
revealed a further fifteen nuraghi, three giarasitbs, and five Bronze Age villages (Botto
et al. 2000: 284, plate VIII).

Webster (1996: 117) categorizes Antigori as ongi®tlass Il fortress-like nuraghi,
and as such, it fits within the three-levelledlsetent hierarchy he proposed for southern
Sardinia. This could have allowed it the potertiagxploit exchange networks, via the
centrally-managed movement of surpluses, by exagcstronger regional control than
smaller, less complex nuraghi (Webster 1996: 188)igori’s builders made use of its
naturally defensive position, and its constructagers were complemented by walls that
were partially integrated into the rocky outcropstiee hill (L. Usai 1995: 229), in what

Lilliu (1988: 399) referred to as a “bold and ing®rs system of buttresses and ramparts.”
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Figure 4.10: Sarroch area of Cagliari showing the location of nuraghi. Inset: location of
Sarroch area in Sardinia. (Data from the Nora surve vy, Botto et al. 2000: 284).

The overall plan of the nuraghe (figure 4.11) cardlvided into two parts: the
higher eastern half, which involves five towers B,F, G, and H) and Rooaj rising to
the northeast; and a lower section on its west gdelving several rooms that appear to
be outside the circuit of the towers (Lilliu 19889). These room$\(p, q, I, S, t) are
referred to as huts by Usai (1995: 229), of wig@andq appear to be the oldest.
Sepulchral Cave is also found on the western side of the nuragheediately south of
Roomp. Other structures on the western half post-dagd B construction of the

nuraghe (see below). A village that may have bessoa@ated with the nuraghe is
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described as visible on the southern slope of ithenbt far from two poorly preserved
giant’s tombs (Lilliu 1988: 400), but this area Imag been investigated (Ferrarese Ceruti
and Assorgia 1982: 171).

Figure 4.11: Plan of Nuraghe Antigori. (After Ferrarese Ce  ruti 1997c: fig. 14).

The five towers are not of uniform size or shapgeeyirange from 9.61 (Tower H) to
6.53 (Tower F) metres in diameter, with inner sgaemging from 6.15 (H) to 3.07 (F)
metres in diameter (Lilliu 1988: 399). The restdos of the uneven terrain no doubt
contribute to this lack of uniformity. One entrar(fehas been found on the western side
of Tower H, opening to the south slope of the (hillUsai 1995: 229), with a short stretch
of curtain wall extending to the west (FerrareseuG@nd Assorgia 1982: 167). C is the
best preserved tower in the complex, and involwassuperimposed rooms, the lower
forming a propetholoslike vault of well shaped blocks (Lilliu 1988: 3P the upper
room Aegean-looking pottery was found in stratiféaposits (L. Usai 1995: 229). A
possible sixth tower (D) is shown on the plan @ $ite, but is only briefly mentioned once
in published reports (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997c: 488gs central to Towers B, C, and F,

but is not an obvious feature of the site when $e®m the ground.
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Despite its impressive position over the surrougdamdscape, Antigori is not well
preserved, and has only been partially revealanifir excavation. The different towers
and rooms that are labelled on the site plan &atsid at various, differing elevations, and
how one area relates to another is not always.dBEtain excavated areas that appear on
the plan have had little to no mention in the pn@liary reports. This is an especially acute
problem in the western half of the nuraghe, whieeee is mention of certain materials
recovered from roomg, g, n and Sepulchral Cave (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b; Lilliu 1988:
401) but little else. The Bronze Age landscapeffecdlt to imagine given the placement
of oil refineries along the coast (figure 4.12)dalue to their presence there is no
possibility of discovering the specific landing §3) where ships visiting Antigori would
have pulled up on shore. Even the core of the imgr&gobscure: it seems to involve
Towers B, C, and F, but there is no apparent cletoinger, as you would expect for a
typical nuragic complex. The tower labelled D oe filan seems well placed to qualify as
the main tower, but no finds from this area havenbeublished. Furthermore, what
relationship the lower Towers G and H have to ¢leistral core is obscure. They could
represent a supplemental ring of defence, sucha@svould expect to find in a fortress-

like nuraghe.

Figure 4.12: View from Tower C, Antigori.

Despite these drawbacks, Antigori possesses maiyrés that make it an
interesting site for investigating extra-insulantact and its effects on local behaviour. It
is located in a convenient part of the island fadérs coming from the east and south, it
has been subjected to some stratigraphic excagafiarrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982;
Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d; Ferrarese Ceruti 1997bastproduced a significant quantity of
Aegean-looking pottery, and a selection of thidgrgthas undergone physico-chemical
and petrographic analyses (Jones and Day 198 €eHtsnic assemblage is unique in
Sardinia in consisting of approximately two hundsbeérds of Aegean, Cypriot, and
Aegean-looking pottery (Ferrarese Ceruti and Asadt§82: 170Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b;
1997d). This makes Antigori the orBardinian site where it might be possible to posit

some kind of prolonged or systematic contact witheastern Mediterranean.
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Those who have directly studied Antigori tend tediar the notion that the Aegean
pottery found there is the result of either Mycearamaritime merchants coming to the
island (Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 1 #0\egean potters, similar to the scenario
presented by others to explain Aegean-looking ppttesouthern Italy (e.g. Jonesal.
2005: 543; Loney 2007: 200). In a more extremetosithe principal excavator,
Ferrarese Ceruti, proposed the unequivocal prese#fntegean residents. She based this
interpretation on the rustic nature of much of pbé&ery, which for her indicated it was not
likely a tradable commodity, but the personal pessms of stable Aegean population
(Ferrarese Ceruti 1997a: 269, 272-73). Furthernalead object, which Ferrarese Cerulti
(1980: 392) interpreted as a votive axe, was posiseevidence for the existence of an
Aegean cult area (Rowland 2001: 56). She felt Amtigould be classified as an
emporium, which was “perhaps in the hands of saitwiginating in the islands of the

extreme eastern Mediterranean or from Cyprus” @fese Ceruti 1997a: 273).

Ferrarese Ceruti (Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia:1B8L) stressed a link between
Mycenaean contact at Antigori and the desire feeas to metal ores, citing convenient
routes from the nuraghe to metal bearing regioms Qulcis-Iglesiente). Webster (1996:
142), however, pointing out the lack of correlatimiween the level of complexity of
Nuragic sites and the amount of trade exotica pteseggested that Antigori’s
conspicuous amount of imported pottery, and itsal/gvealthy assemblage, owes more to
its location near the sea than any specific invokeet in metals trade. Antigori is much
closer to the sea than any other class Ill settténaad as such, it could be appropriate to
speak of maritime trade as a source of its wehiliiu (1988: 399), however, stressed
other geographic advantages for Antigori, sucthasavailability of timber, the presence
of decent groundwater sources, and of fertile &lusoils, all of which may have

contributed to the success, and eventual wealttineo$ociety situated there.

4.3.2 Chronology

Ferrarese Ceruti (1997c: 432) spoke broadly ofghases of construction at Antigori. She
felt the more northern structures (including Tow€rand D, and rooms p, andq)
constituted the original LBA building of the sitghile the constructions in the south
(Towers F, G and H, and entrangewere of a later, but uncertain, period. Theenseto
have been stratigraphic excavations carried outtcoless than six separate parts of the
site: in Rooma (Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 172-76); symrg, and Tower C
(Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b; Relli 1995); Tower F (&exse Ceruti 1997d: 403-404), and
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Roomn (Jones and Day 1987: 267-68) . Despite this, atsfying stratigraphy” has been
provided for the entire site (Vianello 2005: 158)d there has been no final report
published. Certainly there is little informationaélable to connect the strata of one part of
the site to another. Nevertheless, some contextiaamation does exist for at least a
selection of the exotica that have been found aigari, which can be connected

stratigraphically to local pottery (see below).

Area and Strata MBA M-RBA RBA R-FBA FBA FBA-EIA | Unstated
1600-1300 BC 1300-1150BC 1150-850 BC |~ - 730 BC
Room a
9-10 1 3 1 1
Tower C
Room above 1 1
1 1 1 h 2 4 1
Room above 3 2
3 1 3 I 1 2
Room above 4 4 i
4 4 19 2 1 3
4 floor 1 4 2
Tower F
4 1 b 4 3 2 3
] 2 1 1 1 1
G 2 3 1 2 1
7 2 1 1 4
a8 3 12 1 3
9 2 4 3 1
Totals 4 22 70 14 13 4 21

Table 4.1: Chronological spread of Nuragic pottery at Ant igori.

In their treatise on Nuragic pottery, Campus andnsdli (2000: xv) remarked on the
importance of Antigori in their attempt to createetative sequence for Sardinian wares,
because of the association of local pottery withAlegean wares found there. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, however, susbaations are problematic, and should
not be used to assign absolute dates to Sardinmexts. An independent Sardinian
chronology is still lacking (Manning 1998: 297-98grhaps for that reason Campus and
Leonelli only use relative dating terminology. THeave incorporated one hundred and
forty-eight sherds of local pottery from Towers i@ld, and Roora at Antigori into their
typology, and posited relative dates for most ehthBy collating this data into a table
(table 4.1) broken down by area and strata, it afgphat while the stratigraphies are
somewhat confused, a clear bias towards activitjnduhe LBA (called thd&8ronzo
recente(RBA) for its first 150 years: 1300 — 1150 BC) damseen. Seventy of these

sherds have been strictly defined as belonginbisoperiod, and a further thirty-six may
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also date to this period, or just before or afiieileed, in one Sardinian chronology the
Bronzo recentd phase (1270 —1150 BC) is called the Antigoniipe (Ugas 2005: 12).

It should be noted that twenty-nine of the shelhds have been dated to tBeonzo
recenteat Antigori (classified asoncheor deep bowls — Campus and Leonelli 2000: 129-
32), have been assigned based on their presetioe stuthern Crete port of Kommos
(Campus and Leonelli 2000: 108), rather than osszammparisons with the stratigraphies
of other Nuragic sites. The Sardinian pottery ati§wos has been dated to the Late
Minoan IlIA1-B period (1420 — 1200 BC) (Watroasal.1998: 337-38). One of the deep
bowls at Kommos is particularly close to an exanipglen Rooma at Antigori (figure
4.13). The bowl from Crete is dated more narrowlyhe Late Minoan I11A2-B period
(1360 — 1200 BC, Watrous 1992: 166), yielding atsmwenty years of overlap between
Kommos and Ugas’ LBA Antigori period.

Figure 4.13: Deep bowls from Antigori (top) and Kommos (bo  ttom). Scale 1:3. (After
Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: plate LXIl: 2a nd Watrous 1992: fig. 73: 1968).

The imported Aegean pottery at Antigori has be@adly classified as belonging to
the LH IIIB1-C periods (Webster 1996: 140; Vianel@05: 215). The actual
chronological spectrum may be more constricted,évar, as there is some difficulty in
typologically distinguishing LH 111B from LH 11IC Yagnetti 1999: 139-40; Blake 2008: 5,
n. 13). This distinction is made even more difficutside of the Peloponnese, where
locally made Aegean-looking pottery may furtheridé from the shape and motif syntax

that defines such stylistic differences (and treeethronological parameters) in the
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Aegean (Jung 2010: 150). Only one of the importextds found at Antigori, (a single
handled cup from Room) seems to require a LH llIC date (Ferrarese Cetuti. 1987:

16). This shorter period of contact may be borrefunther by the stratigraphic restriction
of these imports. In Roomthe Late Helladic pottery is only found in Str@tand 10
(Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 172-76). laater stratum (13), about thirty pithos
sherds have been recovered for a vessel thougiavehad a Cypriot origin (Ferrarese
Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 170) based on its hesong impressed decoration. A similarly
decorated sherd found in a different part of the @Roomn — Ferrarese Cerutit al. 1987:
16, fig. 2.4:4), however, seems to have been maitg Uocal clays (Jones and Day 1987:
268, sample 58). In Tower F, excluding a locallydeamitation (Jones and Day 1987:
267, no. 54) the imported Late Helladic pottery baly been reported from Stratum 9.
These imported sherds find their greatest strailgcarange in Roorp, appearing in Strata
3, 4, and 5 (Jones and Day 1987: 267, samples }@&A@ Cypriot wavy-banded pithos
fragments were found in Stratum 7 (Ferrarese C&Airb: 440). In Tower C imported
sherds are reported in Strata 3 and 4 of the uppen, the latter stratum including a
fragment of what Ferrarese Ceruti (1997b: 439edadl Cypriot Base Ring wish-bone
handle ¢ontraVagnetti 2001: 80, who classifies it as a “deswtidNVhite Slip 1l handle).
While it was grouped with other local fabrics, pettaphic analysis indicates that it should
not be considered of local origin (Jones and D&871259, 268, sample 74). Its Cypriot
attribution, however, remains hypothetical (Vagng®01: 86). Finally, in Roonq Late
Helladic ware appears to be restricted to StratfeBrarese Ceruti 1997b: 440-41).

The fine grey ware sherdsgramica grigia-ardesipdiscussed below have been
reported in Stratum 8 of Tower F (Ferrarese C&@fi7d: 404), a few stray sherds in
Strata 4 — 7 in the same tower (the ones from&#rand 5 likely being intrusive —
Giardino 1995: 46), and Strata 3 and 4 (upper raafiifower C (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b:
438). A peninsular Italian serpentine type fibulasviound in Stratum 6 of Tower F
(Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d: 406). While Ferrarese tCesed this fibula to date the stratum
to 850 — 775 BC, only two of the nine Nuragic sisectassified by Campus and Leonelli
(2000: 254, 507) could be this late. The rest efrtfaterial in this stratum seems oriented
towards the LBA. As Strata 5 and 6 are quite thiplaces (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d: 409,
fig. 2), it is possible the heavier fibula is indive from Stratum 4, which is more properly
a LBA — EIA level (figure 4.14). Lilliu (1988: 4019lso dated a hearth in the upper strata
of Rooma to the EIA (ca. 8 — 7" centuries BC).
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Figure 4.14: Stratigraphy of Tower F, Antigori. (After Fer  rarese Ceruti 1997d: fig. 2).

A Punic or Roman-era re-use of part of the siiadgcated by the presence of two
rectangular roomsn andl, which are found on the western side of the nuieg§lerrarese
Ceruti 1997c: 432; L. Usai 1995: 230). Some ofuladls of these rooms were constructed

of opus caementiciurtiFerrarese Ceruti 1997d: 406).

4.3.3 Aegean-looking Pottery

Antigori stands out from any other site in Sardinidaving produced by far the largest
guantity of eastern Mediterranean pottery. Theipeeaumber of sherds found has never
been published. Webster’'s (1996: 140) comment‘t#eateral hundred sherds” have been
found at Antigori thus may be somewhat of an exeajgen. Archaeologists working at the
site described Roomas having yielded approximately one hundred axtgt sherds
(Ferrarese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 170), andioehbw Stratum 9 of Tower F
contained ten sherds (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d: @&t)nting the published photos of
sherds from the site’s preliminary reports, allaysso add five from Tower C (Ferrarese
Ceruti 1997b: 442), seven Aegean sherds and a@wpavy-banded pithos in six or seven
pieces from Roorp (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b: 443; Ferrarese Cetul. 1987: 18, fig.

2.5), and five sherds from Roag(Ferrarese Ceruti 1997b: 443). Jones and Day (1987
267-68) analysed a further six sherds of Aegeddypriot-looking pottery from Room,

two of which have published images in the samemelFerrarese Ceruwt al. 1987: 16,
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fig 2.4, nos. 2, 4). Adding the one hundred ane&sgvreported sherds from Ro@and

Tower F to these other various contexts yieldga tuf exactly two hundred fragments.

Even though there could be unpublished sherds fhase different contexts, it
should be kept in mind that these totals includally made foreign-looking pottery,
which is apparently in the majority (Ferrarese @eztial. 1987: 36). For the purposes of
this study, therefore, two hundred sherds are edffes a rough estimate of Antigori’s
foreign looking pottery. Since the amount of Nucagottery at Antigori has never been
published, it is impossible to suggest what peamgabf the entire assemblage is
comprised of imported and imitated ware. When med$er an estimate, Vagnetti
(Vagnetti and Jones 1988: 348) suggested thatlaoiparts may represent only 1% of the
recovered pottery, while the locally made imitatidikely account for about 5 — 10%.
Using the published total of local sherds from atemporary nuraghe as a baseline,
confirms this low percentage. At Duos NuraghesheBorore region of Nuoro, 2413
sherds are recorded for the LBAL1 levels (roughisajpel to theBronzo recentgeriod at
Antigori) (Webster 2001: 46). If similar totals dde posited for Nuraghe Antigori, this
yields an 8.29% share for the Aegean-looking pgftercluding those locally made). Duos
Nuraghes is a smaller complex, however, and ihigsady possible that if Antigori was

more fully excavated, the percentage of Aegeanimpgottery would be much less.

A total of sixty-one sherds of from Antigori halseen analysed petrographically
and physico-chemically (Jones and Day 1987: 266-8&) specific samples were chosen
because they did not appear to be local Nuragidshidones and Day 1987: 257-58). Of
these samples, seventeen yielded results consigitbre Peloponnesian clay source,
seven with Crete, one with Cyprus, and thirty-orn Wocal Sardinian clay. In five cases
the results were inconclusive. The Cypriot wavy<dehpithos, unlike the herring-bone
patterned pithos described in the chronology secta return a Cypriot provenience
result. It is very similar in style to a large velstund at Cannatello (Vagnetti 2000a: 83).
As Cannatello has also produced evidence of Nuragfiery (see Chapter Three, section
3.4.1), itis tempting to suggest that both Antigord the southern Sicilian site were

connected, at least indirectly.

The most significant result of the pottery analysislearly that the majority of
foreign-looking pottery appears to have been madeally. Unlike the Aegean imitation
ware found in southern Italy, however, where thedpction methods are so close to
Aegean pottery practices that provenience anasesssential for distinguishing imports

from imitations (Loney 2007: 190; Jonesal.2005: 543), at Antigori there was scepticism



173

about the origin of some of the Aegean-looking de@&ven before any analyses had taken
place (Jones and Day 1987: 263). The fabric caddanany of the sherds was unlike that
of typical Aegean imported wares, and the paintsighs seemed cruder in execution
(figure 4.15). Whereas the lItalian imitations seéeramploy the fast wheel used in the
Aegean, suggesting to some the presence of itihAegean potters, at Antigori the
production was either by hand or employed a vaawstheel (R. E. Jonepgers. comn).

The distinction is one of close imitation on theimend, as opposed to very

“approximate” manufacture at Antigori (Vagnetti almhes 1988: 347). It is likely,
therefore, that Sardinian potters were responéibléhe production of imitation Aegean

pottery at Antigori.

Figure 4.15: Local (left) vs. imported (right) sherds at A ntigori from Room a. (Ferrarese
Ceruti 1985: figs. M2, M4).

Aside from these foreign wares and local imitatjianthird category of ceramics has
engendered discussion of extra-insular influentésgori: grey ware (figure 4.16).
Ferrarese Ceruti (1985: 606) refers to this pottesgeramica grigio-ardesig'slate-grey’)

It makes its first appearance in Sardinia duriregBtonzo recentgeriod (1300 — 1150

BC) (Campus and Leonelli 2000: xv). Like the gregrevpottery from the Italian mainland
(usually callecceramica grigiaor pseudo-minia- Vagnetti 1999: 144), it is always found
at sites that have yielded both Aegean importslecally made Aegean imitations
(Ferrarese Ceruét al.1987: 36; Borgna and Cassola Guida 2005: 497 d®iarl 995:

44). There is, however, a key difference in hovwséhgrey pots were produced and
consumed between these regions. On the mainlamdrély ware pots were shaped to
resemble the handmadepastopottery that was traditional to the area, but werspared
with better levigated clay, shaped on a wheel,faad in such a way to produce the grey

finish. At Antigori, on the other hand, the shapgsroduced were “alien” to Nuragic



174

pottery (Ferrarese Ceruti 1985: 606), in the extti&mind more resembling pottery
from Troy or (perhaps more telling) Scoglio del iorand Broglio di Trebisacce (Lo
Schiavo 1985c: 6). Giardano (1995: 44, 46, fig. &8 noted a generic similarity to both
the localimpastoshapes of southern Italy, and cerfageudo-miniashapes at Scoglio del

Tonno.

Figure 4.16: Grey ware sherds from Antigori. (Ferrarese Ce  ruti 1985: fig. M12).

The exotic nature of Antigori’s grey ware shapes lb@en somewhat qualified more
recently. Campus and Leonelli (2000: 129, 184, B00, 514) place at least five of the
grey ware vessels into their local Nuragic typologlgere are also conflicting reports as to
whether the Sardinian slate-grey pots were handoadéeelmade. Giardino (1995: 44)
posited that they betray clear signs of having liaemed, while Smith (1987: 99) claimed
they were handmade. It is possible that they weadanusing the same slow wheel
proposed for the local Aegean-looking pottery.ither case, these pots were made with
better levigated clay, and more evenly fired thantemporary Nuragic pottery (Ferrarese
Ceruti 1997a: 271). It would appear, nevertheldes, this class of pottery was being
produced by different groups to suit different looeeds in Sardinia and southern Italy.

This should not preclude the possibility of contaetl exchange between these areas,
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however, and in the next chapter an examinatidhetonsumption similarities and

differences is explored (5.2.1).

When compared to the next largest cache of sgdtdastern Mediterranean
pottery in Sardinia — the six sherds found in ng&thraghe Domu ‘e S'Orku (Webster
1996: 140) — Antigori’s total does seem to sigrifgonspicuous consumption for the
island. In fact, this assemblage is much largem tiray found in Sicily: Cannatello has only
forty-one published samples of eastern Mediternaneare (Vianello 2005: 112), and
Thapsos only thirty-nine. Even if only half of Agtiri’'s Aegean-looking pottery is
imported, this still represents over twice as meastern Mediterranean pottery as any site
in Sicily. For the Tyrrhenian region, only the gootis at Lipari has produced more

Aegean pottery (van Wijngaarden 2002: 209).

Obviously, for a ship originating in the Aegeargraater effort would be required
to sail to Sardinia than to Sicily or Lipari, whitdads to the question of what drew eastern
Mediterranean maritime merchants to Antigori. Astiened above, for the excavators it
was a desire for access to Sardinia’s ore souFEsafese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982:
171). While a valid hypothesis, there is no evidefur the production or transhipment of
copper or bronze at the site itself (Muhly and Bt#890: 205), so any intensive
involvement in metals exchange networks by the alitAntigori remains unproven. Lilliu
(1988: 401) makes reference to ingots found ircttrgemporary sites of Capoterra and
Assemini, stressing the proximity of these placeartigori. At approximately 9 and
20km distant respectively, however, this spatiatedation is hardly secure. Eight lead
objects have been found and analysed, includinghatare axe or boat (see below) and a
lead clamp used to repair an Aegean-looking potg@ad Stos-Gale 1987: 150). All of
these samples were consistent with a Sardiniaopgofield, specifically with ore sources
in the Iglesiente-Sulcis area just to the west @fn&990: 133). It would appear that such
metal was being used for local consumption at Amtjgand not involved in long distance

exchange.

The desire for metals on behalf of eastern Meditexan merchants is a common
theme in the study of culture contact in Sardieig.(Lo Schiavo and Pered al.2009;
Patton 1996: 172; Ferrarese Ceruti 1980: 392; Watbal. 1998: 339-40), and is

discussed more fully in the second case study.
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4.3.4 Other Materials at Antigori

There are a few other examples of exotica founghéigori. The serpentine-type bronze
fibula, found in Tower F (Stratum 6), resemblesregkes known in Calabria and Sicily
(Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d: 407; Giardino 1995: 2B8)Schiavo (1985c: 10) thought it was
more likely to have come to Sardinia from Sicilgneetime around the latd'9- early &
centuries BC. If so, then it bears no relationgbifhe acquisition and production of
Aegean pottery oceramica grigiain the LBA. As the only Aegean sherds in this towe
were found in the foundation fill, the fibula magtd to a period after the use of eastern
Mediterranean pottery (L. Usai 1995: 229), andt $® perhaps better to think of the fibula
as representative of a prolonged period of cont#btthe Italian peninsula or with Sicily.
Also found in Tower F, Stratum 9 (i.e. the foundatfill, in the same context as the
Aegean sherds), but of uncertain origin, was a lsros¢tte-shaped object with a drilled
hole in its middle (Ferrarese Ceruti 1997d: 404)hdugh she could find no precise
comparison for such an object, Ferrarese Ceru8{d9408) discounted the possibility of
local production.

Figure 4.17: Lead object from Sepulchral Cave 0. (Ferrarese Ceruti 1985: fig. M1).

Two amber beads were found in Rognand a quartz bead in Roan{Vianello
2005: 158). The miniature double axe (figure 4rh@de of lead was also believed to be a
foreign import by Ferrarese Ceruti (1985: 611), ahd plausibly suggested it was a votive
offering, as mentioned in the overview above, egldb the establishment of an Aegean

cult at the site (Ferrarese Ceruti 1980: 392).e&sllwas being used in a variety of ways by
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the Nuragic residents of Antigori (Gale and Sto3e@®87: 150), however, any foreign
associations for this miniature axe are uncertabeat. She also originally reported the
axe had been found in Roaa(figure 4.18) (i.e. in the same context as onednesh and

sixty sherds of Aegean-looking pottery), which niye encouraged the notion that it was
a foreign object. This context was later correctenyever, and the axe is now believed to
have come from Sepulchral CawéLilliu 1988: 401).

Figure 4.18: Room a at Antigori, looking northwest.

Despite Ferrarese Ceruti’'s (1997a) insistence tipepresence of Mycenaean
residents at Antigori, Lilliu (1988: 401) has categally rejected the notion of any stable
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population of Aegean people. He pointed out thattthilding traditions at Antigori fall
comfortably within the standard practices of Nucaaichitecture, which have only a
generic resemblance to the citadel fortresseseoPt#loponnese. For him, the architectural
traditions of Corsica and the Balearic islandsjaseas valid as comparanda for the
building techniques at Antigori (Lilliu 1988: 4014t best, Lilliu (1988: 405-406) posits
the presence of foreign workers or traders in #reise of local elites, who had little effect
on the structure of Nuragic society, but who cdwge influenced certain material
changes and offered practical technical advice edeer, he would not rule out the
possibility that such foreign objects could haverbacquired at other central
Mediterranean places like Lipari (where Nuragid@at has been found), with Sardinian
sailors in their own boats venturing out to excleaBgrdinian products for foreign goods
(Lilliu 1988: 406; Dyson and Rowland 2007: 100).

If we are to maintain that Nuraghe Antigori hadedircontact with Aegean sailors
travelling west, then the issue of why Aegean intgare rarely found during the LH
[1IB2/C period at intervening places, like SicilgdiLipari, must be addressed. While a
route along Sicily’s south coast may geographicalke the Aeolian Islands out of the
picture, surely Sicily itself would have represehteo convenient a stopping point for any
Aegean merchants on the way to Sardinia (Lo Sch2®@3: 23)? One explaination for
such a distribution might be to argue that Sicity mbt have the ore resources that eastern
merchants sought, and was thus by-passed by eastsals. This only addresses the
presumed final objectives of such voyages, howerat,does not engage with the
practical considerations of LBA exchange. Evendartpng-distance vessels must have
stopped for water and provisions, and could haen likelayed by unseasonably poor
weather, which would have led to prolonged, unptahstops (Broodbank 2000: 94). Any
smaller tramping ships would have made numeroudinigs as a matter of practice. It
seems unlikely, therefore, that regular, seasomgdges of Aegean or Cypriot ships,
travelling either along the south coast of Siailyyvia that island’s east coast (and by the
Aeolian Islands), would have left so little matégaidence. The most plausible scenario is
that eastern Mediterranean ships did not ventuatdinia in the LBA, at least not in any
systematic way. The Aegean materials found at Antignore likely reflect an active
connection between the site and southern Italyptigeregion in the central Mediterranean
that had certain contact with the east throughoeitBA (Russell 2010). There may be
some material indications of such a connectiorlugding common consumption patterns
for certain types of pottery found at Antigori asmlthern Italy, which seem to indicate a

familiarity of practice between these areas. Tthsiis explored further in Chapter Five.
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4.4  The Production and Consumption of Copper and Binze

As mentioned in the overview of Nuragic archaeolagwould be a mistake to think that
Sardinian metalworkers were unskilled prior to arposure to eastern Mediterranean
metallurgical practices (Lo Schiavo 2008: 235)ll Stertain formal and technological
innovations have been noted in the Middle and Bait;ze Age that are usually associated
with contact or influence with the east, particiyla@yprus. Unlike the socio-economic
situation on that island, however, in Sardinia rveteking practices are perhaps best
thought of as having responded to changes in sogjahisation, rather than being an
engine of change themselves (Muhly and Stech 128@). While a trade in metals is
thought to have been responsible for Cypriot pragpim the LBA, and may have been an
important stimulus for social change (Stos-Gale @ate 1994: 92; Knapp 1990: 117), this

does not seem to be the case for Sardinia.

Nevertheless, metallurgy as an activity is oné skams especially susceptible to
outside influence, and as such the production andumption of bronze in Sardinia
should not be considered as conservative as Nupagiery. This more dynamic nature of
metalworking is likely a by-product of the connecis it engenders. As Harding (1984: 44)
noted, some of the most prolific metalworking cestilike Greece, Denmark, and
Hungary, were regions that were not particulardf iin metallic ores, and would have had
to import raw materials by necessity. Pottery,fwndther hand, is composed of raw
materials that are available nearly everywhere,iatess dependent on extra-regional
interaction from a production stand point. Regassllef whether the trade in copper and
bronze was the most prolific or important form g€leange during the Middle and Late
Bronze Age, to practice metallurgy was to be inedlin mobility networks. Ideas, skills,
technologies, and perhaps metal workers themseteged along these networks,

exposing local artisans across the MediterranedrEanope to extra-regional practices.

It is always more difficult to establish patteinsnetals production, circulation,
and consumption than it is for pottery in prehigt@iven that only a small amount of
available material survives to the present dayhSwidence is generally restricted to
prestige objects (often in tombs or sanctuaried)uifitarian hoards (Knapp 1990: 129),
and therefore reflects only a small part of theialkctonsumption and circulation of metals
in the LBA. In Sardinia this partiality is parti@uly acute, as there are no texts to
complement the archaeological evidence, and no &Bipwrecks have been found, unlike

the situation in the eastern Mediterranean.
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4.4.1 The Oxhide Ingots

The oldest and most telling elements to demonsthat¢ies between Cyprus

and Sardinia are still the oxhide ingots. Themeagloubt, and never was, that

the peculiar shape of the oxhide ingot, bearingksar not, comes from

Cyprus, and was stocked, shipped and traded adhgther items and with

metalworkers and their tools (Lo Schiavo 2003: 23).
Copper oxhide ingots, a well-known form in the eastMediterranean, have been found at
thirty-four sites across Sardinia, dating to th& 231" centuries BC (Lo Schiavo 2008:
236-38; Kassianidou 2001: 105). The ingots showirdyfeven distribution, with perhaps a
slight bias of eastern over western locations. Sthehwest corner of the Sardinia (i.e. the
province of Carbonia — Iglesias) has not produesdaxhide ingots to date (Lo Schiavo
2008: 240, fig. 7), although this is a part of fland with significant copper ore deposits
(Giardino 1995: 308).

Figure 4.19: Oxhide ingots from Serra llixi. (Lo Schiavo 1~ 985a: 279, figs. 278-80).

Only seven whole ingots have been found on thadslour of which survive today:
three from Serra llixi/Nuragus (Cagliari) (figurel®), and one from Nuraghe
Sant’Antioco di Bisarco (Sassari) (Lo Schiavo 20P87). No two of these match exactly
in terms of shape or size, and must reflect thelyxets of four distinct moulds, although
they are all broadly classified as examples oBhehholz/Bass Il type (Lo Schiavo 2008:
244-45; Baset al. 1967: 53; Buchholz 1959: 4-6). All four survivimghole ingots also

have symbols demarcated on them, either impressedhe ingots while they were still
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hot, or incised at an unspecified point after aupljLo Schiavo 2008: 242). The
Sant’Antioco ingot has a rather deep T-shaped mgrkivhich resembles a mark seen on
an ingot from Enkomi, and is placed in a similasifion (Catling 1964: plate 49a). One of
the Serra llixi ingots also has a similar deep maltkough with an extra line across the T
(Sirigu 2009: 68, fig. 29). The other two Serraillngots have shallower markings on
them, which have a certain resemblance to Cyprosktirscript (Lo Schiavet al. 1985:

13; Knapp 1990: 145), adding weight to the thebat these objects should be considered
Cypriot imports, although there are no exact palabetween the two islands in terms of

the symbols represented.

All of the other finds — representing thirty-onetbé thirty-four sites — are of oxhide
ingot fragments. Usually the fragments are fronfedént ingots, based on visual
inspection, and in the case of the Sedda Ottinméaad (see below), confirmed by
contrasting provenience results as well (Lo Schi28@3: 24). Not all of the finds have
secure contexts. In Lo Schiavo’s (2005e: 317-26¢mecatalogue, eleven findspots are
certain hoards, a further six are probable hoanidg, have unknown contexts, and eight do
not appear to be related to hoarding. Of thisdateup, chance surface finds (usually
during non-archaeology related operations) arertbst common occurrence. Exactly one
half of all known findspots, therefore, are proleahbards. Of these seventeen hoards,
fourteen would appear to be utilitarian (merchaat'sounder’s) hoards, while three may
have other cultural significance. These latterudet a possible foundation deposit for the
whole ingots from Nuraghe Sant’Antioco di Bisartaynd below the floor of the
nuraghe’s central room (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 319yrfrants found in a “Round Temple”
votive context at Sa Carcaredda/Villagrande Sir{€3dliastra) (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 323);
and at least eleven ingot fragments belonging toreertain hoard context in the

sanctuary site of Abini/Teti (Nuoro).

Two hoards are described here to illustrate typioatextual scenarios for oxhide
ingot fragments in Sardinia. The first, the hoardrfd at Sedda Ottinnéra di Pattada
(Sassari), is significant not only because it cimsta remarkable variety of material, but
also because it has yielded three oxhide ingotieags that might be composed of local
ores. The hoard (figure 4.20) was found in a cawitytop of a granite boulder covered
with earth, in an area that had the nearby renaifiragic period structures, including a
nuraghe, some round huts, a spring (Lo Schiavo:1B®8101), and at a greater distance,

two giants’ tombs (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 321). The Haamtained seven oxhide ingot
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fragments and 16 other metal objects, includingibeaools (of local and foreign type),

Nuragic daggers, a decorated handle (possibly &hisel), and the fragmentary remains of

Figure 4.20: Objects in the Pattada hoard. SAS 16A-G: oxhi  de ingot fragments. Inset:
location of Pattada. (After Begemann et al. 2001: 4 8, fig. 4).

a bronze vessel, which could have been a lampednuh of a model boat (Lo Schiavo
1998: 104; Lo Schiavo 1999: 503). The hoard isdi&iehe LBA, no later than the 11
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century BC, based on a comparison to similar Ngragtal forms found in a nearby hoard
at Chilivani (Lo Schiavo 1999: 504). The varietyfofms in the hoard is unparalleled in
Sardinia (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 320), and the mixtdr8ardinian and foreign-looking tool
forms with the oxhide ingot fragments would seermtbcate that such items circulated in
the same exchange networks. Of the sixteen non-itegos in the hoard, eleven appear to
be whole and five broken. Given these broken objeht fragmentary nature of the
oxhide ingots, and the variety of whole objectwimed, the Pattada hoard is most likely a
utilitarian founders’ hoard (Knapgt al. 1988: 237).

Of the seven oxhide fragments analysed by Leadpsofnalysis (LIA), three
(SAS-16C, SAS-16F, and SAS-16G) returned isotopes¢hat are consistent with a
Sardinian source field (Begemaanal.2001: 57), and fell outside of the Cypriot field
(figure 4. 21). These three fragments are currghtyonly oxhide ingots that could be
interpreted as Sardinian products based on LIA lgeé®wv). There were other material
differences between these fragments and typicatlexhgots, such as their rather spongy,
porous composition (noted while drilling into themich could be indicative of poor
casting by “relatively inexperienced craftsmen,”onliere not familiar with producing
oxhide ingots (Begemaret al.2001: 57).

Figure 4.21: Lead isotope ratios for oxhide ingot fragment s from the Pattada hoard (red
dots) and Ittireddu hoard (black dots). The green o val shows the typically represented
Cypriot isotope field. (Data taken from Begemann et al. 2001: 54, tab. 2; Pollard 2009).
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Another hoard containing oxhide ingots was foundrngireddu, also in the
province of Sassari, about 50km west of Pattadaa#t not a chance discovery, however,
but was found during the excavation of Nuraghe &ouat\Webster 1996: 115). This hoard
(figure 4.22), dated to the end of the LBA (Lo Safu 2005e: 320), is significant not only
because it was found inside the tower complexalsd in the number of oxhide ingot
fragments involved, and the fact they were hoatdgdther with traditional Sardinian
plano-convex (‘bun’) ingots (Begemarhal.2001: 47). The hoard was discovered in a
large, unusual four-handled pot, in a corridor indmaeely outside of the central tower of
this trilobate nuraghe (Galli 1991: 46, fig. 9).€Thot was covered with a large bowl, and
does not have any precise comparanda from Saiditéams of shape or size (Campus
and Leonelli 1999: 514-15). Inside it there wererkg of metal, including forty-four ingot
fragments and five sword fragments (Begemehal.2001: 47). Of these forty-four
fragments, nineteen were definitely from oxhideoitsg five were likely oxhide fragments,
ten derived from plano-convex ‘bun’ ingots, and were too small to classify (Lo Schiavo
2005e: 320). One fragment (of uncertain oxhidewr brigin) appeared to be from a
bronze ingot, and contained 11% tin (Begemenal. 2001: 51).

Whether this cache represents a founder’s hoarddsrtain. On the one hand, the
ingot fragments would seem to only have value asmaterials to be used by
metallurgists. On the other, its findspot withie thuraghe itself is unusual for a utilitarian
hoard, and those who have studied the bronze sinagohents are certain that they
represent votive offerings rather than functionabpons, based on their dimensions and
alloy content (Begemaret al.2001: 47; Lo Schiavo 2005e: 320). For anotherdhoar
(Arzachena) twelve sword fragments are identifigdie same authors as votives based on
low tin content, which they felt “would have maade poor weapons” (Begemaen al.

2001: 43). Of the three Funtana sword fragmentsvfach trace element data is given
(Begemanret al.2001: 61, table 3) at least one sample (62385A3ted as containing
7.5% tin, which could very well represent a funoctibweapon. There was supplemental
evidence for metal working within the site, inclagia crucible and stone mould (Lo
Schiavo 2005e: 320), and the nuraghe itself liesamneral-rich territory (Webster 1996:
115); therefore, it seems more likely that thisrdaghould be regarded as utilitarian, if not
a founders’ hoard outright. One of the functioret thas listed for nuraghi is social storage
(A. Usai 1995: 258). As such, this hoard could espnt the protected property of the

community.
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Figure 4.22: Ittireddu (Nuraghe Funtana) hoard. A: buning ot fragments; B: sword
fragments; C: oxhide ingot fragments; D: uncertain ingot source; E: uncertain object or
ingot source. Inset: location of Ittireddu. (After Begemann et al. 2001: 47, fig. 3).

The twenty-four likely oxhide fragments represdm largest cache of such ingots
discovered on Sardinia. While it might be temptioguggest some kind of elite control
over this type of material given the nuraghe contéshould be remembered that such a
findspot is unusual. The oxhide fragments were doagether with typical Sardinian bun-
shaped copper ingots. It would seem, therefore jilshas was the case with the Pattada

hoard, the mixing of local and foreign metal forwas standard practice. Bun and oxhide
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ingots would have circulated along the same netsyaakd would have been valued as
utilitarian raw materials (Muhly and Stech 199052Ms oxhide ingot fragments are most
often found away from the coast, this could indédhuiat those receiving them in interior
locations only interacted with Sardinian agents, aray have had no knowledge of the
ingots origins, or recognised any significancetfa oxhide shape¢ntraPatton 1996:
173). If such ingots circulated already as fragmémén it would seem logical to assume
no significance could have been given to fragmgraahide pieces. As the Cape
Gelidonya wreck’s cargo shows, the circulation@hp was occurring in the
Mediterranean from at least the™@entury BC onwards, including fragments of oxhide
ingots (Bas®t al.1967: 52). Given the usually poor contextual infation published for
hoards in Sardinia, it is difficult to know whenwhere oxhide ingots were broken into
pieces (Budcbt al. 1995a: 71-72). Even for the Ittireddu hoard, whaeepublished

context (relatively speaking) is quite good, ih@t possible to state with certainty whether
the oxhide ingots arrived to the site whole origcps. If they arrived whole and were
broken up by smiths on site, we might expect sofiikase fragments to have come from
the same ingot. Such a scenario is difficult terptet directly from LIA or trace element
analyses, although two fragments form the Ittireddard (62397, 62399) do have quite
similar lead isotope ratios (Begemagtral. 2001: 54, table 2).

Much of the debate concerning foreign presencaflrance in the production and
consumption of copper in Sardinia relates to coppéide ingots. More specifically, the
debate has focussed around the source of the cappdiin forming the ingots, and the
validity of LIA as a provenience tool (Budd al. 1995b; Gale and Stos-Gale 1995; Muhly
1995: Pernicka 1995; Knapp 2000). While at firgt tiebate was waged between
archaeometric results and traditional archaeolbgitarpretations, it has developed into a
division of opinion within archaeological scientgeif (Muhly 1995: 55). In the end, the
issue appears to be: who controls the interpretiynda? Do scientific results and the
interpretations derived from them automaticallyalidate archaeological ones, or should
science-based analyses conform to (or at leasbadkdge) the material realities and
contexts of the LBA metals trade? There is alsanieéhodological issue of how questions
regarding the behaviour of society can be “traeglanto a geochemical research
programme” (Pollard 2009: 182). Conversely, howndotake such analytical results and

incorporate them into archaeological models?

In brief, as concerns Sardinia, the debate hadvadahe LIA and trace element

results published by the Oxford Isotrace Laboraféigure 4.23), which indicate that the
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oxhide ingots found on the island should be soutcdtlyprus (Stos-Gale and Gale 1992:
331). This confirmed the earlier typological arguntseof Pigorini and Buchholz, but
contradicted the earliest chemical analyses tla@neld these ingots to be Sardinian
products, or at least not Cypriot (Balmuth and Tgte 1976: 201; Zwickest al. 1980:
141). Given that Sardinia is itself a source ofpmapore, and had been exploiting native
sources for some time, this long-distance impantatif a more readily available local raw
material appears irrational. Furthermore, chronicklty speaking, since oxhide ingots do
not appear to be produced, consumed, or presuraaptyrted from Cyprus after 1150 BC
(Muhly and Stech 1990: 207; Lo Schiavo 2003: 24y, later contexts for such objects as
imports to Sardinia would need to be explained.a¥heless, the Oxford research group
has repeatedly claimed that all of the ingots theye analysed to date are likely composed
of Cypriot copper. The only exceptions to this tr¢hus far have been the above
mentioned three ingot fragments from the Patta@deachanalysed by the Max-Planck

Institute at Heidelberg (Begemanhal.2001: 57).

Figure 4.23: Typical representation of Sardinian oxhide in  gots falling within a Cypriot field in
terms of gold and silver concentrations. (After Sto s-Gale and Gale 1992: 332, fig. 11).
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Given this unusual long-distance trade scenariwag perhaps inevitable that the
validity of the Oxford research group’s LIA resyléed the interpretation provided by
them, would be challenged by archaeologists. Wit nave been unexpected, however,
was the contrary interpretations of these and dth&manalyses on behalf of other science-
based archaeologists, who not only questioned #tbadologies used by Oxford, but also
theira priori assumptions, which allowed for a narrow intergretaof Cypriot origin.
These assumptions include: the belief that the eopging used to manufacture a 30kg
ingot came from a single source, with little LBAximg or recycling of ores; the lead
isotopic signature in copper and bronze artefagpécially oxhide ingots) reflects the lead
isotope concentrations from the original ore soundgch is not altered during processing;
and, when bronze objects are being analysed, tfigadof tin does not affect the lead
composition, as tin ores have virtually no leathiem (Buddet al. 1995b: 21; Stos-Gale
and Gale 1994: 103-104).

All of these assumptions have been challenged dmaplogical and analytical
grounds. Archaeologically, there is uncertainty thiee oxhide ingots should be considered
a primary smelting product (and likely producedmtéa unique ore deposit that they are
composed from) because of the cumbersome natymeadiicing such a large ingot from
raw ores. This has not been replicable in moderhagological experiments (Merkel
1986: 256), and no oxhide moulds have been fouiimary smelting areas in Cyprus. In
fact, the only mould recovered to date was founa iInonumental ‘palace’ context at the
Syrian port site of Ras Ibn Hani (Bass 1986: 29%1-9his may suggest some kind of
political control over the manufacture of the oxhidgots, although the mould itself was
not discovered in a metallurgical context, but Wwaig re-used as a threshold stone (Lo
Schiavo 2005e: 307). Another idea is that claytene moulds were not used typically for
casting oxhide ingots, but that sand moulds wezentirm, which would not be preserved
archaeologically (Kassianidou 2001: 101). Whiles thigument has been put forward to
explain the lack of moulds near Cypriot ore soure@s! has in fact been replicated in
modern experiment (Merkel 1986: 259), it also iraplithat such moulds could be created

and used anywhere, including Sardinia.

If secondary processing at a distance was the rtbem, it would seem unusual (or at
least highly coincidental) that any given ingot Wbrepresent copper inputs from a single
source. That there is little mixing or recyclingavés in the LBA would similarly seem to
be contradicted by archaeological evidence, inagidine presence of scrap metal on the

Cape Gelidonya wreck (Knapgi al. 1988: 237), and moreover, by the presence of feund
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hoards on both Cyprus and Sardinia. The Oxfordaresegroup has played down the
significance of these hoards in Cyprus during theak between 1250 — 1150 BC (Knapp
et al. 1988: 233), claiming there were “less than 100@ab in a mere 33 hoards” (Gale
and Stos-Gale 1995: 34) for the one hundred ya@wgeThis appears to be an
archaeologically significant number, however, gitlea typically fortuitous preservation

of ancient metals down to the present day, andkittehat the purpose of such hoards was
that they either remained hidden (i.e. for utilaarfounder’s or merchant’s hoards), or
were in inaccessible and culturally inviolable d&fions (e.g. votive hoards) (Knagp al.
1988: 236, table 1). There is even some indireittemr evidence for the practice of
recycling from a group of Linear B tablets at PylAscording to these records the four
hundred bronze smiths dispersed through Messina alkatted just 4kg of bronze per year
from the palace. One possible explanation forgmsll amount is that the bulk of the raw
materials these smiths used were provided via ledyabjects, and that the palatial
contribution only represented a yearly ‘top-uptéplace metal lost through regular
processing (Halstead 1981: 333).

Aside from such archaeological challenges, theve laégso been analytical critiques
of the Oxford research group’s methods, regardiegassumption that the lead isotope
signature in copper objects would actually repretiemlead concentrations of a discrete
ore deposit, and that such lead isotope fieldslstenguishable among the various
Mediterranean copper ore regions (which are ofralai geological age). In practice, there
have been significant overlaps detected withingb&ope ratio ‘fingerprints’ for discrete
ore deposits in the Mediterranean, which should teanore ambiguity when specifying a
particular source (Pollard 2009: 184, 186). Therstill continued insistence by the
members of the Oxford research group, however,nbabnly are the Sardinian oxhide
ingots composed of Cypriot copper, but the majdray from a particular deposit (Apliki)
(Gale 2009: 193). This has led to the accusatianhttie isotopic fields created by the
Oxford group have been artificially narrowed byitdwily omitting pertinent samples as
“outliers” if they broaden the fingerprint (figude24), and result in ambiguous overlaps
(Pollard 2009: 185).

The Oxford analyses have been independently questiby both the Bradford
Ancient Metallurgy Research Group (Buedal. 1995b: 4), and the Max-Planck-Institut in
Heidelberg (Pernicka 1995: 60), although the latt#ircautiously support the assertion
that Sardinian oxhide ingots largely derive fronp@gt copper (Begemanet al.2001:

68). While accepting that lead isotope ratios cqudtentially reflect a source ore body,
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Pollard (2009: 187) still questions the impact tihat mixing of ores and recycling of
metals would have on such ratios. While the Bratifesearch group has questioned any
utility for LIA as a provenience tool (Budgt al. 1995b: 25), the Heidelberg team felt this
to be too extreme a position, and if used as alugxmn tool (i.e. discounting certain
sources as opposed to positively indicating ong)4tlll has value for archaeological
research (Pernicka 1995: 60-61).

Figure 4.24: Isotopic fields for Cypriot copper, and the a rtificially narrow field (black ellipse)
as defined by the Oxford Isotrace Lab. (Pollard 200  9: 185, fig. 1).

It would seem, therefore, that LIA is experiencihg same sort of growing pains
that other scientific applications have undergaonarchaeology (e.g. radiocarbon dating —
Muhly 1995: 54-55), and it remains to be seen hoaetical a tool it is, even if in a
reduced role. The fact that current archaeomeddbriiques have failed to recognise even
a single object composed of mixed ores or recyotedze (Budcet al. 1995b: 22; Stos-
Gale and Gale 1994: 104-105) would seem to inditetie inadequacy in a LBA
Mediterranean environment, where multiple sourdetata seem to indicate that recycling
was a regular practice. It is hard to accept thieksions of the Oxford research group,
who chose to believe that such mixing and recyolag uncommon, rather than consider

any problems with their method.

Assuming that a Cypriot — or at least non-Sardiriamigin for these ingots is
correct, there have been several attempts to exgleoh an irrational exchange pattern,

although none have met with much consensus. Argtsyasiming that Cypriot copper
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was somehow purer have met with little consensutlae proposition that Sardinian
metallurgists needed more copper than what LBA i8&al mines were yielding is
practically impossible to prove archaeologicalle@@manret al.2001: 59;Stos-Gale and
Gale 1992: 320-21). It has been suggested thatdtual amount of copper ore present in
Sardinia has been overestimated, and is certagilpfrthe same magnitude as Cyprus
(Bartoloni 2009: 11). While this would address igs®ue of the need to import more
copper, it is again difficult to prove archaeoladig, as it involves not only how much
copper geologically existed in LBA Sardinia, buisahow many deposits were known and
exploited at that time, and what level of local dewh was. Another proposal is that
Cypriot copper in Sardinia should not be seen asdbult of enterprising Sardinians
wishing to import this material, but rather is daea Cypriot “speculative venture” to
increase the market for its copper (Stos-Gale aaé 992: 336). Such a venture could
have been related to the fact that Cyprus’ own etadnd that of its more immediate
neighbours, was rapidly being re-oriented towahgsproduction and consumption of iron
between the 12— 10" centuries BC, while during the same period theatedrand
consumption of copper continued unabated in Sadind the central Mediterranean
(Knapp 1990: 151). It is not archaeologically certasow much surplus copper Cyprus
produced in the LBA (Stos-Gale and Gale 1994: 88), any motivation for such a venture
is itself speculative. The suggestion that Sardivaa an important stopping point for tin
ores travelling west (perhaps even a source dfsiif), or was just a convenient landing
station for Cypriot traders on their way to the wW@® Schiavo 2008: 242), while logical
as a possible motivation for contact on behalf gbiidt entrepreneurs, is difficult to prove
(Muhly and Stech 1990: 209), and does not engatielegal motivations or responses to
contact. Finally, the suggestion has been madeottiatle ingots represented gift-
exchange transactions (Kassianidou 2001: 108) leetW@yprus and Sardinia. While this
does seem to circumvent any irrationality in therenge, it is based on a comparison with
written documents from the eastern Mediterrandagedms unlikely that the ruler of
CyprusAlashiyawould have had a similar kind of ‘brother-son'atebnship with any
Sardinian elites (Liverani 1987: 66-67; Knapp 20885; Eder and Jung 2005: 485).
Inevitably, all of these proposals require the cirateraction of Cypriots and Sardinians,
usually envisioned as Cypriot merchants, metalfisgior prospectors within the central

Mediterranean.

How irrational is the presence of non-Sardinianpssphowever, in LBA contexts
on the island? While the ‘coals to Newcastle’ scienlaas been continually held up (e.g.

Kassianidou 2001; Knapp 1990: 144) to illustraeitlogicality of the exchange, any
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presumed irrationality exists only if viewed from gland-wide perspective. Yes, Sardinia
is an island relatively rich in copper, and woutd have needed to import more of this
metal to satisfy island production or consumptiotthe LBA. Unlike the situation in
Cyprus and other places in the eastern Mediterrarr@avever, there is no person or body
that held centralised, island-wide, political ooeomic control in LBA Sardinia (Knapp
1990: 137, 149). No individual held any broad cohtver either imports or exports to and
from the island. There is also no Cypriot-styldleatent hierarchy related to the extraction
and processing of copper (Knapp 2008: 138-42), fidnich we could infer even a

regional level of control. Metallurgy in Sardiniaesns to be largely a local affair, practised
to satisfy local needs (Webster 1996: 137).

If looked at from the perspective of discrete, aotoous transactions that take place
at certain ports-of-call around Sardinia, thereathing necessarily irrational about the
possible presence of foreign copper. A ship, oatgig from anywhere (perhaps even
another part of Sardinia), landing at a Sardiniart, pvith a cargo hold full of goods that
included oxhide ingots or fragments thereof, waelguire water, food, other materials
(e.g. timber for ship repairs), anchorage (Lo Sahi2003: 28), and perhaps temporary
shelter for its crew. In exchange for such nedussd¢ maritime merchants would have had
the goods in their cargo hold. It seems unlikebt thlocal authority negotiating on behalf
of the port, or even perhaps for a nearby Nuragadér, would turn down a perfectly
useful and tradable commodity such as raw coppasgianidou 2001: 101), especially if
such material could be more easily acquired by th@at from interior island sources.

From this local, discrete transaction perspective actual source of the copper — if it is
known at all by the participants in the transactias immaterial. It only matters that such
material could be exchanged for goods and seryi®egemanret al.2001: 59), both
between ship and port, and then within Sardinigéerior networks. The archaeological
distribution of oxhide ingot fragments indicateatteuch a material commonly circulated
to inland areas. Such a scenario not only hasdbersage of overcoming any ‘coals to
Newcastle’ irrationality, but it also does not Btipon any direct connection to Cyprus, or
demand the presence of Cypriot ships, sailors,etalrgists in the central

Mediterranean.

Given the rather pragmatic context for many ofdkkide fragments found on
Sardinia, often grouped together in pots with othieole or fragmentary tools, it would
appear that regardless of origin, in Sardinia salghcts were regarded as useful raw

materials, rather than special objects which hadraintrinsic value (Begemaret al.
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2001: 67). There are only a few contexts, brieflgatibed above, where a non-utilitarian
deposit may be interpreted, but even in thosemnest®the interpretation is hardly secure.
While a special significance for oxhide ingots wbabdress the irrationality of imported
copper, it does appear to be refuted by the gefaalof special contexts for the ingots.
There is certainly nothing to compare to the idgmal messages conveyed by such
objects as the ‘Ingot God’ from Enkomi, or the rainire votive oxhide ingots found in
Cyprus (Knapp 1986: 42).

4.4.2 Beyond the Bull: Non-Oxhide Ingot Related ‘Cgriot’ Materials

Aside from the oxhide ingots, other objects havenb@gued as corroborating evidence for
the close relationship between Sardinia and Cyjprtise LBA. These supplementary data
include pottery, weapons, tripod stands, figurimesylinder seal, and most significantly,
metallurgical tools (Knapp 1990: 145; Lo Schiaataal. 1985: 22-28). Such artefacts
include hammers, tongs, and shovels, and reprasgghificant cache of evidence, as only
Cyprus itself has yielded more metallurgical tadlarding 2000: 222-23; 1984: 130). A
closer look at the specific artefacts, howeveready certain contextual and interpretive

problems.

The evidence for Cypriot-looking smithing toolsg(ire 4.25) in Sardinia specifically
involves: three hammers (one rising hammer andstedgehammers); three charcoal
shovels and a shovel mould; and seven pairs obtfnm Schiavo 2005c: 294). Of these
items, none of the hammers or shovels has an aidtaeal context recorded. Four of the
seven tongs have published contextual informatthpugh one (from Badde Ulumu in
Sassari) was a chance find (Lo Schiaval. 1985: 25). Obviously, without a datable
context for many of these objects, any associatitima potential LBA Cypriot or eastern
Mediterranean presence must be made strictly avidgpcal grounds. Although these
tools share a northern Sardinian distributionas lvith the oxhide ingots, none of them
has been found in context with such ingots. Theegfib one was to posit the presence of
itinerant Cypriot smiths in Sardinia based on trespnce of these few tools, such agents
operated independently of the circulation of oxhitgots. In fact, only one oxhide ingot
hoard in Sardinia has included finished objects d@ina considered to indicate some kind of
a connection to Cyprus. These are the double axétadze-axes found in the Pattada
hoard, which Lo Schiavo (1998: 101; Lo Schiatal. 1985: 18, 20) compares to
examples from Enkomi, although LIA indicates thesrevlikely made in Sardinia
(Begemanret al.2001: 70, table 4). To explain this, Lo Schiavo(q2e: 320) speaks
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vaguely about Cypriot “inspiration,” and of prodiact “under general Cypriot influence
but without direct imitation” (Lo Schiavo 1998: 101

Figure 4.25: Cypriot-style smithing tools in Sardinia. (L to r): tongs, charcoal shovel,
sledgehammer, raising hammer. (Lo Schiavo 2005e: 31  3).

Beyond the uncertain contexts, there are othergreaéational problems with
assuming a Cypriot connection for these tools. CTigriot charcoal shovels used for
comparanda have twisted handles, looped termiratsmbling bird heads, and rectangular
blades (Catling 1964: 100, plate 10: c-e). Onéhefthree Sardinian charcoal shovels
(figure 4.26: C), from the Nuragic village of Sadfa ‘e Sos Carros (Nuoro), could be a
local product (Begemanret al.2001: 73), which Lo Schiavo (2003: 25) again feglsn
indication of Sardinians copying Cypriot forms. T$tevel is in fact quite fragmentary,
and any resemblance to complete Cypriot typesngectural. The closest Sardinian
comparanda to Cypriot shovels is the nearly wheé®le from Oristano (figure 4.26: A)
(Lo Schiavo 2005c: 294), although this comes fropmigate collection, and has no
contextual information. The charcoal shovel fromuaknown context in Sulcis (Lo
Schiavoet al. 1985: 27) looks nothing like the Cypriot prototgpbaving a clearly circular
blade (figure 4.25, second from left), and is ictfeompared to full-sized agricultural
shovels in Cyprus (Catling 1964: 78, plate 3). $teatite mould found in Irgoli (figure
4.26: B) is approximately the right dimensions, &sift is only a mould it is impossible to
say whether the completed shovels would have beeshéd with such Cypriot-like

features as the twisted handle, or bird-headednatm
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Figure 4.26: Charcoal shovels. A: Oristano; B: mould from Orgoli; C: fragment from Sa
Sedda 'e Sos Carros. (Begemann et al. 2001: 50, fig. 6).

A

The tongs from Sardinia are similar, if slightlyalfer (Lo Schiaveet al. 1985: 23-
24) than their Cypriot counterparts. It could bgued that tongs have functional,
straightforward shapes that do not engender muchdiovariety. The fact that they are
compared more generically to ‘Levantine’ types thaittly Cypriot ones (Lo Schiavet
al. 1985: 25) is no doubt a reflection of this gen@@ture. The raising hammer from
Perfugas (Lo Schiavo 2005c: 294) is compared togne known Cypriot example from
the Enkomi hoard (Catling 1964: 100); thereforendfra distribution point of view, the
latter could just as plausibly be called a Sardini@ol in Cyprus. Regarding the
sledgehammers, the formal similarity between Cymial Sardinian examples is said to
be the round shaft-hole, which is distinct from Aeag, Sicilian, or peninsular Italian
hammers which have oval, square, or rectangulashilo Schiavet al. 1985: 22). While
examples from the Enkomi and Mathiati hoards in@gmlo indeed display clearly round
shaft-holes (Catling 1964: 99-100, pl. 11: a, bg, two sledgehammers from Sardinia have
oval (unknown context) and rectangular (Nuchis)tshales respectively, and are
described as such (Lo Schiagbal.1985: 22, fig. 7: 6,7).
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These metallurgical tools are thought to representpelling evidence for Cypriot
presence in Sardinia because they indicate a éaotgpecific eastern technology to the
island, and therefore, the presence of Cypriot oeggsts. Furthermore, because the
specific forms these implements take are not faarahy intervening places (i.e. the
Greek mainland, Crete, peninsular Italy, SicilyLgrari) (Stos-Gale and Gale 1992: 322),
this has been taken as evidence of direct Cyprniaivement in Sardinian metallurgy, not
mediated through secondary exchange agents. Amaiitee theory for the absence of
such tools in intermediate locations is that themaeties did not participate in primary
metals production, and would not have need of héawydry equipment (Knapp 1990:
137). Furthermore, it is difficult to assume thegance of specific agents in situations of
technology transfer when technologies commonlyscmstural boundaries (Knapp 2008:
107). When the only expressions of this transfertle formal features of finished
products, it is difficult to see how local bronzeiths would have needed the presence of

Cypriot artisans rather than simply exposure tditiished products themselves.

Beyond smithing tools, a few finished bronze olgdodm Sardinia have been
described as betraying Cypriot affinities. Thes#ude two hook-tanged daggers from
Ottana (Vianello 2005: 142) which resemble Cypfiat-tail’ tang weapons (Catling 1964:
56-59, fig. 12), although with enough formal di#faces to suggest that the Sardinian
examples were locally-made imitations (Lo Schia®8H9c: 7), with Sardinian smiths
drawing influence from both Cyprus and the Atlantiest (Lo Schiavo 1980: 354-55).
Based on their association with ‘hole-tanged’ wespaof the Wessex Il (Arreton Down)
facies, Lo Schiavo (Lo Schiawt al. 1985: 9) favoured a MBA (15— 14" centuries BC)
date, hence “the most ancient proof of relatiorsbigtween Cyprus and Sardinia.” This
association, however, is not based on a sharedewtdgical context, but rather on the fact
this cache of weapons was acquired by the Sopdeteza of Sassari at the same time
from an unknown central Sardinian location (Lo @i 2005a: 206). It is unreasonable,
therefore, to date the hook-tanged daggers basadynoontextual connection to the
Wessex-style weapons. A Cypriot-looking fibula vi@snd in an Iron Age context at
Barumini, although it has affinities with both Si@h and Iberian prototypes as well
(Macnamara 2002: 158). A curious set of seven impteta axes, with the flashing left
from casting still on the blades, was found in ardanear Nuraghe Monte Arrubiu
(Cagliari), which also contained Iberian and Atlartxe/palstave forms (Albanese Procelli
2000: 83). Although the incomplete nature of thelsiects has suggested local
manufacture, their shape has been compared todyiarti axes (Lo Schiavo 1985a: 322-

23, fig. 359, right). Such an assignment is notsechowever, as similar flat axes with
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lateral spikes are also known from both peninsiti¢dian contexts (Carancini 1984: 235,
plate 172: 4486-87), and, as presented in ChajwexeT from Sicily as well (Albanese
Procelli 2000: 81, fig. 5), where a set of moulalsthis type found at Sabucina indicates
local production. Giardino (1995: 323), callinginérunnion axes, still felt they were
inevitably derived from eastern Mediterranean pxgies, although he credits Sicily with
their spread within the central Mediterranean. Aypriot connection for such axes in

Sardinia, therefore, is questionable.

Two final bronze forms from Sardinia that have bbeld up as further proof of a
Cypriot connection are figurines and miniatureddstands. Of the former, there are two
examples: a fragmentary piece from Galtelli (Nupes)d a seated figure from Paulilatino
(Cagliari) (Lo Schiaveet al. 1985: 54-55, fig. 16). The piece from Galtelli wast found
in a securely dated context, and may have beewriasso with LBA or EIA materials.
Although only the upper torso and most of the asmwive, it is thought to be possibly
Cypriot due to the similarity of pose with the HechGod figure from Enkomi (Lo
Schiavoet al.1985: 54; Catling 1964: pl. 46). While the poseastainly similar, the piece
from Cyprus is sculpted to a much larger scaleydever 50cm in height (Catling 1964:
255). Its torso measures approximately 10cm, coetptr 1.9cm for the Sardinian
fragment. The seated figure from Paulilatino, foanthe sacred well site of Santa
Cristina, is usually described as being of SyrceBtatian style (Barreca 1985: 405), and is
related by some authors to early Phoenician int@meSardinia, around 1000 BC (Barreca
1986: 131; Lo Schiavet al. 1985: 55). It has been compared to other seatawzbrfigures
from Cyprus, though, which are themselves thouglet Phoenician-influenced. It is
notable that the Sardinian figure is describeceasale (Barreca 1986: 134), while the
comparanda from Cyprus are male (Catling 1964: gb315: d, e), and none of the
Cypriot examples wears the same twisted torqueidiire tripod stands are represented
by three examples, two of which — the object frive $anta Maria in Paulis (Sassari)
hoard and that from the cave site of Pirosu di 8ndzu (Carbonia-Iglesias) — are
considered to be Sardinian imitations of the muettel represented Cypriot form (Lo
Schiavoet al.1985: 42; Ridgway 1986: 174). Only the fragmenexgmple from a
private collection in Oristano (with no provenanse)hought to be an actual import due to
its close resemblance to Cypriot comparanda (QailB64: plates 27-29), although again

on a smaller scale.

Beyond bronze and copper, there is some ceramileeee for a Cypriot connection

to Sardinia, including: a small amount of pottenynfi Antigori (mentioned above); “some”
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sherds from San Giovanni di Sinis / Tharros (OniejgVianello 2005: 165), although all
but one is now considered to be of much later (Rée1998: 287); and a wishbone handle
found along the road in San Sperate (Cagliarijoaigh this may be both post-LBA and of
local manufacture (Lo Schiavo 2003: 16). Finallgaaved green olivine cylinder seal was
found in a tomb at Su Fraigu nearby San Sperdtehwnay be Near Eastern or Cypriot
(Ugas 1987: 85; Lo Schiavo 2003: 20-21).

Adding up all of this supplementary — and ambigueevidence for contact with
Cyprus yields the following totals: thirteen smitgitools; one mould for a charcoal
shovel; fifteen other bronze tools, weapons, anrikg; three sites with an unspecified (but
very small) amount of Cypriot pottery; and one iglér seal. Of these objects, only nine
have published archaeological contexts. This isoalpmatic body of data to complement
the oxhide ingots, and would seem to call into tjaaghe characterisation of LBA
Sardinia as “so incredibly riadn LCII/LCIII elements and connections” (Lo Schia2001:
134).

4.4.3 Broadening the Picture: Sardinia and the West

Regardless of what we think of as the specificti@miahip between LBA Sardinia and
Cyprus, it was not the only metallurgical connettior the island. Other areas, including
the Iberian Peninsula, the Italian mainland, Sjdisance, and even the Atlantic coast (i.e.
Portugal, northern France, Britain, and Irelantipatray evidence of contact with the
Sardinia during the LBA. The evidence includes haéistern Mediterranean-looking
finished bronzes found in Sardinian contexts, amdesSardinian forms found in extra-

insular locations in the central and western Meditaean.

The main treatise is Giardino’s (1995) study afrtze object connections, routes,
and their chronologies for the western Mediterranéte adequately demonstrated that
such contacts did exist, and that along with threagh of eastern Mediterranean objects
into the central Mediterranean, there is a compfearg diffusion of an Atlantic and
western Mediterranedineof metal forms into the central Mediterranean,chihieaches
its peak during the LBA — EIA (Giardino 1995: 340}4He also hypothesised that the few
eastern Mediterranean materials found in the fataee not a sign of direct eastern
presence, but “are rather elements which have tilésned and mediated through the
indigenous cultures” of Sicily and Sardinia (Gialil995: 340). For Giardino, these
islands are not merely convenient stopping poimteéstern ships, but actively engage in

shipping routes themselves.
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Figure 4.27: Socketed sickle distribution in the western M editerranean. Inset: sickle from
Forraxi Nioi (Nuoro). (After Giardino 1995: fig. 11  6).

There are nineteen sites on Sardinia where bronjeets betray some sort of a
connection to the central or western Mediterraneathe Atlantic. If we exclude oxhide
ingots and only focus on finished objects, thiadtially one more site than those that have
produced evidence for eastern Mediterranean fofims.evidence of finished bronze
objects, however, is not without interpretationalpems. Giardino’s methodology, never
explicitly laid out, involves creating distributianaps for discrete forms, and then
assigning a source region based on where the plartiorm is best represented. While
such a method may work for pottery, where manyshads of sherds provides a higher
degree of resolution and confidence to any regiassignments, with the drastically more
circumscribed bronze evidence, too often a sowessumed based on only a slight

distributional bias. This is the case with the fallg-socketed sickle, which Giardino
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(1995: 236, 329) reports from thirteen contextSamdinia, France, Britain, Ireland, and
the Atlantic coast of Iberia, and arbitrarily assido Britain (Giardino 2000: 103, table
6.1). There are nine examples from a hoard in BaiBertugal (Ruiz-Géalvez Priego 1997:
103-104, fig. 9.4: 42-50), however, that are migshom his distribution map (figure

4.27), which would seem to challenge a British seuAt other times, when the evidence
is too scant or the distribution betrays no cleas bGiardino only postulates the existence
of a connection, without attempting to identify gmurce or direction of exchange (see
Giardino 2000: 103, table 6.1, where he refraiomfassigning a possible origin for five

forms).

Even when there seems to be a clearer distribdtimas, however, the source
claimed by Giardino may reflect at most the origirthe shape and its associated
technology, but not the specific object itself. §may be the case for the twin-looped
socketed axe found in the Funtana Janna/Bonnawaral lfLo Schiavo 1985a: fig. 297),
where the distribution pattern seems to indica®®@uguese/Atlantic coast origin for the

shape (figure 4.28), but where the results of Litl &race element analyses for the axe

Figure 4.28: Distribution of twin-looped socketed axes. (A fter Giardino 1995: 221, fig. 106:
A).

were consistent with a Sardinian ore source (Begeratal.2001: 72-73). For Lo
Schiavo (2003: 25), as with the evidence of Cypootns being made in Sardinia, this
attests to “a long standing deep familiarity andural osmosis, rather than material

exchange.”
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Figure 4.29: Imported swords in Sardinia. Top: carp's tong ue sword (Huelva variety) from
Siniscola (Nuoro); bottom: leaf-shaped sword from O roé, near Siniscola. (Lo Schiavo 1985a:
figs. 351, 352).

Nevertheless, a few objects found on Sardinia anerikely to be imports from the
west. This is the case for the Vénat-type ‘carpgue’ sword found in the Monte Sa Idda
hoard (Giardino 1992: 308), whose distribution stjlg favours a French Atlantic origin
(Cunliffe 2001: 280-81). This hoard also contaiaedarticulated spit, which may be a
French Atlantic import as well (Machamara 2002:-55§. A second carp’s tongue sword
(figure 4.29, top), with no known circumstancestefdiscovery, was seized by the
authorities at Siniscola (Nuoro) (Lo Schiavo 2008b2). There is also an indirect piece of
evidence for contact with the Iberian peninsuléhiaform of a Nuragic bronzetti warrior
figure from Uta (figure 4.30) that holds a westbtediterraneaipistilliforme or foglia
(leaf-shaped) sword (Lo Schiavo 2003: 26). Thietgp11" century BC sword is also
known from one full-sized example in Sardinia, agaom Siniscola (figure 4.29, bottom)
(Lo Schiavo 2003: 25-26), although not a part efd$kized materials mentioned above.
The Nuragic bronze smith responsible for makingfidpere, therefore, could have seen
such weapons first-hand in Sardinia. It is alsenfalty similar to 13' century BC
Ballintober swords from Ireland (Eogan 1965: 7$odiound in Britain and France
(Colquhoun and Burgess 1988: 21).

Just as Sardinia itself is sometimes envisionesirageting place for eastern
merchants seeking access to western Mediterramear(loo Schiavo 2003: 28; Ruiz-
Galvez Priego 1997: 98), the Iberian Peninsuladeas characterised as a meeting point
between Mediterranean societies and those fromtlaatic (Ruiz-Galvez Priego 1997:
95). Predictably, this relationship is charactetiae one of eastern agents (now
representing most of the Mediterranean) seekingmaterials from the west, usually tin,
which can be found in the Iberian Peninsula andnswa Britain (Harding 1984: 56). Tin,
which is required to make tin-bronzes, has longhl@epuzzle for Mediterranean

archaeologists, who have proposed several argassatble sources at different times
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Figure 4.30: Bronzetti figure from Uta (Cagliari) holding a leaf-shaped sword, and detailed
drawing of the sword. (After Demontis 2005: 42-43).

during the Bronze Age (e.g. Muhly 1985; Valetaal. 2005). While Sardinia is itself a
modest source of tin ores, it is uncertain whethese were exploited during the LBA
(Gale and Stos-Gale 1988: 382) Its importanceemilrsuit of western tin has been
characterised as one of geographic convenienderrtiian as a supplier of the raw

material in its own right (Ruiz-Géalvez Priego 19910).

This opens the question of how involved Sardiniaage in this network. As
mentioned in Chapter Two, taking part in extra-oeg@l exchange does not necessarily
mean being involved in shipping (Gillis 1995: 60n the one hand, there is very limited
evidence for Sardinian exports in the west withalitio corroborate the notion of
Sardinian ships actively venturing to lberia, treddrics, or France. On the other hand,
the notion that Sardinia was a convenient stoppwoigt for eastern Mediterranean
merchants on their way further west is equally oanfied by the small amount of Aegean
or Cypriot material in the western Mediterraneaive@ the variety of imports and
influences detected in Sardinian assemblagestatmgpting to see the island as a kind of
‘clearing house,’ even if we do not necessarilyifpibe presence of people from every

region represented in the island’s archaeologeadnd.
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In both the case studies presented above some cotti@mes are detected in the
interpretation of foreign objects and influenceSardinia. One of the dominant trends is a
consistent insistence on the systematic, physieslgnce of Aegean or Cypriot agents.
Any discussion of the Sardinian response to contadhe role of locals in any exchange
scenario begins from the assumption that they dig@ittly with foreign peoplem
Sardinia In this direct cultural encounter, Sardinia ipressented as either a source of raw
materials, as a middleman that imported material® ffurther west for eastern merchants,
or as a staging post for ships continuing on toaest. In the latter scenario, a site like
Antigori might be interpreted as a re-victuallirtgt®n, with the presence of foreign
copper elsewhere on the island representing weaetlypriot or Aegean crews
exchanged in return for goods that allowed thewotttinue their journey. In none of these
models is much credence or credit given to theriatieof Sardinian maritime merchants
to actively bring in foreign materials, either frdamg distances (e.g. Kommos), or from
closer, mid-range areas (e.g. Cannatello, Lip&ldre often debates are structured around
determining which foreign group (Mycenaeans, Cysrietc.) was controlling trade routes
to the central Mediterranean (e.g. Rowland 2001 Fe8rarese Ceruti 1997a: 273). The
ships themselves are granted ethnic, or at leagbrate, statuses, with culturally
homogenous crews, and in the service of easteitiggpwho set the prospection agenda,

and have clear ‘foreign policy’ aims (Stos-Gale &ale 1992: 321).

That said, there is still much less insistencehenability of foreign contacts to affect
the broader functioning of Nuragic society than twua have seen in Sicily, where contact
with the eastern Mediterranean societies is crédit¢h developing social hierarchy,
urbanisation, complexity, and modifying importaatisl practices (e.g. burials). While
certain analogies for the functioning of both islaaocieties have been sought in the
Aegean (e.g. the Anaktoron as seat ofvilamaxof Pantalica (Bernabo Brea 1957: 163),
and Ugas’ (2005: 241-42) model of Nuragic commaesitieveloping from mother-
worshipping, Minoan-style societies to patriarchedyrior-king ones), in Sardinia these
comparisons have been given much less credenbethrSicily and Sardinia, however, a
discourse of certainty, where interpretations oécti contact are not only reported as facts,
but as unchallengeable facts, has developed immsspo the very few alternative models
of contact that have been proposed (Harding 198ke32008). This is coupled with a
discourse of ‘Aegean-ness,’ where the labellinglgécts and practices with terms
appropriate to Bronze Age Greece (¢hgplosnuraghe, megaron temple) has the effect of
downplaying local innovation, and emphasising fomeinfluence. An examination of these

discursive tendencies is explored further in Chapte.
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Now that the data representing connections for Bathy and Sardinia have been
presented, the next chapter provides a new analf/fi® evidence, following the
theoretical positions outlined in Chapter Two. Speally relevant to this chapter are an
examination of the amounts of data from a chronokdgerspective (especially Aegean
pottery — see 5.1), a critical re-evaluation of &issumption of Cypriot presence and
activity on Sardinia (5.1.2), and a re-assessmiettieocontact situation at Antigori based

on shared patterns of ceramic consumption withreatltaly (5.2.1).



5 Discussion

In this chapter the theoretical positions outlime€hapter Two are applied to the
archaeological data presented in Chapters Thre€&amd contrasting the consumption-
based approach advocated here with the more tygmphasis placed on the spread of
eastern Mediterranean materials, influences, anglps as an indication of foreign agents
and foreign interests. In the first section | easduextra-insular evidence in its Sicilian or
Sardinian archaeological context, to show how ib@insignificant a corpus of data to
have engendered the widespread changes in islaadenunities with which it has been
credited. This consumption-based analysis also stmw the way such objects and
influences were used and manipulated by locals#@tids that they were not trying to
become more Mycenaean or Cypriot. The second sedéals with the issue of how
foreign materials were spread throughout the ceMealiterranean, challenging the
dominant binary paradigm of locals dealing diregtith foreign agents. Finally, in the
third section, an attempt is made to provide sartexpretive weight to foreign objects and
influences at discrete places of contact, replattiegacculturation framework with the

concepts of hybrid production and hybrid practice.

The methodology advocated here (i.e. consumpti@vjmy away from binary
models of contact, hybridisation) has been dired#lsived from post-colonial studies of
the ancient Mediterranean, particularly those lizae dealt with interpreting the colonial
entanglements between both Phoenician and Greekistd in the central and western
Mediterranean (van Dommelen 2002; 2005; 1998; H@O&S; Dietler 2005). These
methods, however, which foreground the local situmatalso work well with the cultural
encounters described in this investigation. In,fdety would seem to be more appropriate
for these pre-colonial encounters, when local neterpractices, and peoples represent the
bulk of the evidence. Using foreign materials $lyias an indication of foreign activity,
when such objects are consistently only a smatlgfaany site’s assemblage, is an
illogical method for interpreting the data (Knap08: 1). This is the most typical way that
eastern Mediterranean materials have been trdategtver, in studies of cultural

encounters in Sicily and Sardinia for the Middlel &ate Bronze Age.

5.1  The Consumption of Foreign Materials by Local Scieties

Looking at materials from the local perspectivepsdb place foreign objects, practices,
and influences into quantitative perspective, a ageinto local systems of value and

meaning. Counting foreign materials against loce&sois often impossible for Sicily and
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Sardinia, however, as few MBA or LBA sites have fiadl publications, and local
materials are often not quantified. They are thekeound noise against which the slim
minority of foreign objects are highlighted. Thssdertainly true for the three principal
sites discussed in the two previous chapters: Tggsannatello, and Antigori. If it is
impossible to weigh the number of imports againetdonsumption of local materials,
however, they can still be subjected to a chroric&gjuantitative analysis to illustrate
how small an amount of foreign material has beeowvered for the centuries involved.
Following the method adopted by Manning and HU@Q5) for putting Aegean materials
into temporal-spatial perspective in the LBA eastdediterranean (Cyprus, the Levant,
and the two shipwrecks), the first step in foreguing the local is, therefore, re-assessing
the potential impact of exotica in Sicily and Sardi Using Cline’s (1994) totals of one
thousand one hundred and eighteen Aegean objettte Bastern Mediterranean, Manning
and Hulin (2005: 283) demonstrated that even #srsngly significant corpus of data is
fairly moderate given a six hundred year time spaiding an average of less than 1.9
objects per year. Even this total is misleading2%% of the data is represented by the two
“instantaneous” shipwrecks, meaning that for tls of the region these six centuries are
represented by only 1.4 objects per year (Mannimgtulin 2005: 283). This total itself
homogenises the LBA, however, as the first threedhed years are represented by a mere

0.5 objects per year.

When applying this type of analysis to the Sicileard Sardinian data, a similar
constriction is evident. Ignoring the problematizclg Monte Grande evidence, and
treating the instances of multiple bead finds (vehtmdals in the vague hundreds probably
reflect single items of jewellery with twenty tartly elements each), as composite objects,
there are approximately one hundred and eightypigjects for Sicily and four hundred and
seventy-eight objects for Sardinia that are assuimée imports from the eastern
Mediterranean. These items fall within a timefrash@about 1450 — 900 BC, yielding an
average of 1.2 imported objects per year for tivsdslands. This total reflects all objects
classified as extra-insular on Sicily or Sardimegardless of the provenience confidence
score, and includes the instances of locally magigean-looking pottery, which are never
published as separate totals. It also counts dalletopper oxhide ingot fragments as
foreign. Clearly for some sites, like Thapsos, Gdelto, and Siracusa in Sicily, or
Antigori in Sardinia, there may have been much nmaterial that has since disappeared
through environmental decay, human interferencsiterre-use. In the case of Cannatello
and Antigori, there may also be data that haveg/be discovered due to the partial

excavation of these sites. We are further hampeyealcomplete lack of complementary



207

textual information, such as that provided by atiterespondence in the eastern
Mediterranean. Even if we assumed an improbabll bitge-hundredfold increase to
compensate for lost data from these islands (iesyming that the remaining evidence
counts for only 1% of actual totals of imports)sthtill only yields an average of one

hundred and twenty imports per year: thity-threeSily and eighty-seven for Sardinia.

A tighter chronological span could be proposeddrycentrating on Aegean pottery,
for which we have the Late Helladic absolute dé&agsrovide a rough guideline (table
5.1). In Sicily, for example, the bulk of the Aegeasare dates to the LH IlIA1-B period, or
roughly 1450 — 1200 BC (Dickinson 1994: 19). Fas tivo hundred and fifty year span
there are a total of one hundred and two Aege&ypriot sherds or whole pots at sixteen
sites, or an average of 0.4 pots imported per geang this, thebusiestmoment of
prehistory in Sicily in terms of eastern Meditean imports. Again, assuming only 1%
preservation (which may be extremely generousites shat are not Thapsos, Cannatello,
or Siracusa), there would be an average of aledytone imported pots to the island per
year, or 2.5 per site. In Sardinia the bulk of Amgeottery dates to the LH 111B-C period
(1300 — 1050 BC), and there are two hundred amtythine sherds or pots recovered from
thirteen sites. This yields 0.96 pots importedywar. It should be remembered that two
hundred of these sherds come from a single sitédém), and most of the Aegean-

looking pottery found there was locally made. Thereot as much insistence

Island Dates Sherd or Sherds or Sit S}I;Z:-(lssig(();ssgfﬁ,ﬁgr
slan ites
Involved pot totals | pots per year 1% preservation)
. 250 years
S1c1]y (1450 - 1200) 102 0.408 16 2.55
. . 250 years
Sardinia (1300 - 1050) 239 0.956 13 7.354
Sardinia
250 years
(w/out (13(5)0 ?’1050) 39 0.156 12 1.3
Antigori)

Table 5.1: Aegean pottery in Sicily and Sardinia fromac  hronological perspective.

placed upon the importance of Aegean contactsrdiisa as there is in Sicily, however,
and it is Cyprus (as represented by the oxhidet&dbat has been held up as the key
foreign contact in the LBA. While there is detailgata regarding the amount of ingots
recovered from Sardinia, as almost all of the datsists of fragments, it is difficult to
know how many whole ingots are indicated. Thids® @n issue for potsherds, although

sherds can be classified into different shapestlagm@ are statistical methods for
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estimating whole pot totals, such as a minimum remal individuals (MNI) analysis

(Jung 2010: 146). The oxhide ingots have less fowawgety, making it more difficult to
establish the relationship between the numberagifrents and the number of whole ingots
represented. Another problem is dating the ingagrfrents. Some of the data comes from
later Iron Age hoards (i.e. long after Cyprus stmpproducing oxhide ingots — Lo Schiavo
2003: 24), indicating that these items (if Cyprio&d been in circulation for some time
before their final deposition. As a tentative ex@cassuming the approximately one
hundred and ninety finds of ingots and fragmenpsegent one hundred and ninety
separate ingots, and that the chronological spameafimport to Sardinia is restricted to a
single century, 1300 — 1200 BC, this yields 1.9isger year. As has been pointed out,
however, this total is less than what a large shgld could carry, making it physically
possible (if not logical) for all of the ingot datar even all MBA and LBA exotica in
general, to represent a single large shipmentatastand (Webster 1996: 142).

If this temporal-spatial analysis is narrowed tst jone particularly ‘busy’ site,
Thapsos (table 5.2), the totals are thirty-nines ot the one hundred and fifty year period
of LH IlIA2-B, or 0.26 pots per year. Keep in mirfthwever, that Thapsos has evidence
for occupation that spans from thé"t510" centuries BC. Even assuming a two hundred
year occupational gap, these thirty-nine pots, ttegrewith seven metal objects (with
uncertain provenience assignments) represent tgeeiaean penetration’ of Thapsos
over the course of three hundred years. Addingniassimate of seventeen sundry
jewellery items helps to bolster the total of infgpalthough these have as uncertain
eastern proveniences as the bronze objects. Eyenldimg all of these possible eastern
items within the limited chronological scope regmted by the use of the necropolis
(where all of these items except for the oxhidetrfgagment were found) of 1450 — 1250
BC by Alberti’s (2007) chronology, yields just ou@B imports per year. Assuming 1%
preservation, which may not be unreasonable farbdur site like Thapsos, yields just

31.5 objects per year for this presumed Mycenaagyogum.

. Per year for | Per year for . ° .
Object Amount | LH ITIIA2-B |necropolis use Assuming 1% preservation
type for 200 years
(150 years) | (200 years)
Pottery 39 0.26 0.195 19.5
Bronzes 7 0.047 0.035 35
Sundry 17 0.113 0.085 8.5
Total 63 0.42 0.315 31.5

Table 5.2: Thapsos exotica from a chronological perspecti ve.
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As this quick quantification exercise shows, themre many assumptions and
statistical manipulations that need to occur befloeeeastern Mediterranean data can in
any way be argued to have a potentially transfakmable in Sicily or Sardinia. While it
may be fair to assume that the surviving data s only the tip of the iceberg of what
was actually present in the Bronze Age, we do notkkhow representative this tip is of
the now missing whole. How secure are acculturgtemadigms or grand narratives of
contact and influence based on such a small carfpsisrviving data? If it is difficult to
construct any regional or island-specific modelsaftact, then moving to an analysis of
how such materials were appropriated and adaptagatticular site may lend some
interpretive weight to these extra-insular objeBiather than assume some broad and ill-
defined process of ‘Mycenaeanisation,’ for whiciwv@uld be necessary to propose equally
tentative reasons why such a process would becttieao local societies in the central
Mediterranean, a look at specific instances otctiresumption of foreign materials in local
contexts may help to illustrate a more limited matémpact on the functioning of
specific communities in Sicily and Sardinia, ashasltheir intentions in appropriating

foreign objects and ideas.
5.1.1 Foreign Pottery Consumption at Thapsos and Aigori

As detailed in the Thapsos case study (section f@ign pottery at Thapsos is
represented by Aegean imports, a few Cypriot-logkints, and Maltese pottery of the
Borg-in-Nadur and Bahrija facies. The Aegean angroy pottery, aside from an
uncertain small amount of unpublished sherds,uadioonly in the tombs. The Maltese
pottery, on the other hand, is found in both tomb settlement contexts. This would seem
to indicate that while the eastern Mediterranedteppwas considered only appropriate
for specialist funerary use at Thapsos, the Males® had a broader spectrum of usage.
Such broader usage might indicate more regulaacbmtith Maltese agents, and a greater
familiarity with the range of practices associatéth Maltese pottery, making it
appropriate for both domestic (or at least ‘livinghd funerary use. In both contexts a
similar range of table and serving shapes are fometuding dipper cups, pouring jugs,
and two-handled deep bowls (Tanasi 2008: 34-40).

There is no detectable status difference betweenge and display of Aegean or
Maltese pottery in the tombs, and five tombs (1,62 D, and E) contain both wares. It
would seem that their status as imports was theitapt prestige element, rather than any
specific region of origin (van Wijngaarden 2002623Tanasi (2008: 77-79) considers the

Maltese pottery in the tombs to reflect eithersgékchanged or perhaps the personal
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property of Maltese merchants living (and dyingBigily. On balance, an exchanged item
seems more likely given that local Sicilian iterns the most plentiful find in any tomb.

He also felt that Maltese traders maintained castaith Sicily in order to have access to
Aegean goods (Tanasi 2008: 85-86). While acceasdtoader spectrum of materials is a
logical impetus for Maltese merchants venturinitily, it is impossible to specify
whether this was their prime motive for contact.9¥lof the Sicilian contexts for Maltese
pottery are funerary, not places where exchanges aaively happening, and therefore

signify the choices made by Sicilian consumer$ielathan any clear Maltese motivation.

While the settlement context for Borg-in-Nadur wat& hapsos (and Cannatello)
could certainly indicate a coming together of fgremerchants interested in exchanging
their cargoes, the dearth of Aegean materials fandalta itself must qualify any
assumption that such objects were the primary diMattese merchants. Furthermore, the
connection between Malta and Thapsos was longendathan any Aegean contact, and
extend into the Pantalica Il Cassibile period (@350 BC). In fact, Malta and Sicily
display evidence for contact that stretches battktime Castelluccio period, such as a
shared practice of using embossed bone plaguekadBiar 2005: 654; Tanasi 2008: 3-4).
The single sherd of Mycenaean pottery found in 8t Borg-in-Nadur), may itself be
more plausibly explained as evidence of the conmedtetween Malta and Sicily, as
opposed to Malta and the Aegean (Blakolmer 2008).66we are to maintain that access
to Aegean goods was an initial aim for Maltese inants in Thapsos, this would appear to
have changed over the course of the occupatiomabdos, when Aegean imports dry up.
This more prolonged contact with the more proximMtdtese archipelago has been
interpreted as possibly representing the most itapbfextra-insular) material connection

for the community at Thapsos over the course diigtory (Militello 2004a: 328).

Another key feature of the consumption of foreigt@ry at Thapsos is the
development of so-called Aegean derivative pottErgm the traditional, foreign-focussed
and Aegeanocentric perspective, the imitation @éltdelladic formal elements in Thapsos
facies pottery is regarded as an indication ofMlyeenaean acculturation of Sicilian
society (D'Agata 2000: 63; Tanasi 2005: 563). Ftbenconsumption-based approach
advocated here, however, it seems clear that wdealeng with the active appropriation of
foreign materials, and their adaptation to suialdastes and practices. From this
perspective what has been rejected is just as iamiceis what has been adopted. When
looking at some of the shapes proposed as Aegeamitiles at Thapsos (see figure 3.13),

while a certain shape similarity is evident (ancaagument for the influence of foreign
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shapes therefore valid), what is more strikindn&t these derivative pots have rejected a
painted finish, instead adopting the burnishedFfrand incised decoration of traditional
Thapsos facies pottery. Again, in the ‘Mycenaedmsaframework, this is explained as
the lack of the required skill set to paint thestspThapsos potters had “a precise will to
imitate Mycenaean vessels without the supportdqffoper technical skill” (Tanasi 2005:
563). Such an absence of necessary technologydrasgurther seen in the fact these
derivative pots are handmade and not wheelmadauld appear that local potters at
Thapsos had access to finished products, but remgzanying knowledge of how to
execute perfect imitations, unlike the situatiosauthern Italy (Jonest al. 2005: 543).

While the lack of technological know-how is certgia limiting factor, 1 would
argue instead that what is happening in Thapsasegotiation between local potters and
consumers. The introduction of Late Helladic pgttatrthe site, and possibly specific
practices associated with it, have been transiatedSicilian products, perhaps to make
any associated practice seem less foreign. In ethets, certain members of the
community at Thapsos desired a specific functi@oeisated with the imported shape, or
perhaps found the formal elements reproduced idé¢hiwatives aesthetically pleasing, but
wanted a local-looking pot in practice. As impoxtsre used strictly as grave goods,
however, and in nine cases there were tombs tlobbbh imports and Aegean derivative
pottery, it would seem that the use of extra-insplgtery versus derivative pottery in
funeral practices was more a case of personal elban any community mandate. The
manufacture of Aegean derivative pottery is diseddsirther as an instance of hybrid

production, and perhaps hybrid practice, in sestm3.1 and 5.3.2.

Arguably, the most extreme example of foreign ieflae was the adoption of incised
figural decoration (figure 3.13: C1). In this tdanay be possible to interpret a (failed?)
negotiation: there are only six examples of thihteque at Thapsos, five in the tombs and
one from the settlement, and it appears to have geekly rejected as a decorative
method. Still, it was attempted on arguably the tnmaportant of the Thapsos shapes: the
large pedestal basin. A 49cm high vertical platestach a basin was found in one of the
rooms of Complex B in the central habitation zosee(figure 5.3, p. 226), incised with
four bird motifs (Voza 1973b: 143, fig. 5). Evenits scarcity, therefore, this decorative
experiment seems to have involved culturally impotrequipment. Furthermore, in this
convergence of foreign traits and local practitleste seems to be a counter to any
argument regarding the straightforward copying gt®haean materials in Thapsos

society. Such imitation requires an actual replaa@rof local materials and practices: “the
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process of emulation...involves the rapid appearamckturnover of new valued goods to
reinstate the status lost by the downward movemiesdarlier high-status artefacts”
(Hodder 1982: 207). What we have in the lebetiftiasin, however, is not the
replacement of local materials and practices, tatead a certain experimentation of form.
This basin with incised figural motifs was foundtire settlement, but even in the tombs
there is no such replacement of traditional Sigifiarms by either Aegean imports or
Aegean derivative local pottery. The typical fuésat’ of basin and dipper/cup,
originating in EBA Castelluccian society (Manisa@alt999: 187) is in evidence, even in
tombs that have foreign pottery and derivative sBapuggesting a strong continuity of

practice for these burials.

For example, Tomb Al contained an Aegean pirifaxma Cypriot White Shaved
juglet, an Aegean derivative globular cup with s&ad decoration (figure 3.13: C1), a
traditional Sicilian dipper cup, and several ottoeal cups and jars (Voza 1973a: 40-44).
Similarly, Tomb D (figure 3.40) contained nine Aagepots, three Cypriot jugs, at least
one Maltese juglet, a derivative tubular-spoutegdrgsembling the Aegean feeding bottle,
and numerous local cups, small jars, and bowls &V®73a: 34-40; Marazzi and Tusa
2001: 165-71). As this was a tomb that containetyfoine skeletons it is impossible to
say whether certain equipment should be assoordtadany particular burial, although as
the majority of the recovered material is Sicilidrwould be precarious to suggest that for
any particular individual burial foreign pottery svheing used to replace local. For the
other tombs at Thapsos, we are restricted to tleetsee descriptions and images that the
excavator chose to publish (Orsi 1895), makingfitotilt to compare what is present in
tombs containing extra-insular materials, and vidiabsent. In none of the tombs,
however, was there an assemblage that lackedruai@rials. It is likely, therefore, that
foreign pots and foreign influenced derivativesgyraugmented traditional burial
practices; they did not replace them. | would artipa, from this consumption viewpoint,
the identity implications are not of ‘Mycenaeaniseidents of Thapsos, but of wealthy,
successful, and connected ones. The individualgemgs reflected by these tomb
assemblages stressed both their traditional, locds, as well as their ability to acquire
exotic items, not only from the Aegean, but alsorfrMalta and Cyprus. In such a way
they conferred a certain social status upon thamasghnd made themselves distinct from

the tombs that only contained local materials.

At Nuraghe Antigori the Aegean and Cypriot waresodbllow a consumption

pattern that involves both the use of actual imga@s$ well as locally made products that
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have been influenced by foreign pottery. The aatehifestation of this influence,
however, is quite different at Antigori, as is ttantextual situation, and the types of
pottery involved (table 5.3).

Site: Antigori Thapsos

Contexts: Imports and imitations: | Imports: strictly burial
settlement; found in areas| contexts.
within and outside of Derivatives: both
central nuraghe complex. | settlement and burial
(Possibly feasting, contexts known.
production, and storage).

Shapes: Imports and imitations: |Imports: alabastra,
kraters, kylixes, rhyta - | piriform jars, stirrup jars -
associated with associated with storage
communal feasting (oils, unguents), especially
and drinking. in tombs.

Derivatives: jugs, deep
bowls - dining and serving.

Derivative ware An attempt at visual Only shapes are similar to
aims: imitations, but without | Aegean imports.
the technology for perfect | Technology and finishing
copies. techniques are local.
Identity No itinerant potters. No itinerant potters.
implications: Foreign merchants Foreign merchants from
(from the Aegean or the Aegean possible,
Cyprus) unlikely. although not strictly
necessary.

Table 5.3: Contrasting consumption patterns for foreign o r foreign-influenced pottery use at
Antigori and Thapsos.

The most obvious difference in the consumptionodfial eastern Mediterranean
imports is contextual: at Thapsos Late Helladic @ggriot pottery is restricted to the
tombs, while at Antigori these wares are foundrid around the nuraghe itself (i.e. in a
settlement context). In fact, they are found inesal/contexts at Antigori: in certain towers
(F, ©), in an open space within the circuit of thers (Roona), and in three areas
outside of the circuit of the towers (Rooms, n), and therefore, likely outside of the
central nuraghe complex. This preference for satl# over burial contexts applies to
Sardinia as a whole: foreign pottery (almost afiteoa, in fact) is rarely found in tombs.
The contrasting contexts for such pottery suggesii§ferent contact situation (see 5.2
below), which at Antigori also led to different,gsibly more restricted, shapes for the
imports. At Thapsos the pottery found in tombs @stly small- to medium-sized storage

containers, likely for holding oils or unguentst biso valued as containers in their own
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right. These containers (alabastra, piriform jatstup jars) represent twenty-seven of the
thirty-nine Aegean vessels found in the tombs, thed use in burials is also a feature of
their consumption in the Aegean (Vianello 2005:. 28)Antigori, however, although the
detail of specific shapes is not as well itemiseatalhapsos, it appears that vessels
associated with feasting and drinking (kraterstahiylikes) were common (Webster
1996: 140).

Beyond contexts and shapes involved, the decisi@ade by local potters in
response to their exposure to foreign wares difégween Thapsos and Antigori. Whereas
Thapsos potters created an Aegean-derivative tgteesembled Thapsos facies pottery
in finishing technique, at Antigori local pottersaided to attempt actual ‘visual’
imitations, albeit using traditional, handmade teghes. The result was Aegean imitations
that were slightly different in colour (figure 4)1@nd painted with less geometric
accuracy than the imported pottery. Presumablyntiiation wares were meant to fulfil
the same functions as the imports, so there wasmitar negotiation necessary as argued
above for Thapsos, where a culturally sensitiveexdr(i.e. burial) may have led to
derivative as opposed to imitation pottery. ltdmpting to read into the contextual
findspots at Antigori a sequence of productiontagie, and usage. In the towers (F and C),
imported and locally imitated sherds could représetual dining activities for the
residents of the nuraghe. In Rooms), andn half of the analysed sherds proved to be
locally made (Jones and Day 1987: 267-68), whicl maan these areas were involved in
pottery manufacture (i.e. outside of the centrahplex), although the presence of an
imported Cypriot pithos may also suggest a stofagetion. In Roornm, within the central
complex but not within a tower, rather than Fesar€eruti’s unlikely suggestion of a
Mycenaean shrine or Lilliu's more plausible suggesbf a rubbish pit, | would suggest
we have a space reserved for the storage of eqoipused by the residents of the nuraghe.
Such a function for these sorts of ‘intermediapases has been suggested for nuraghi in

general, and Room at Antigori specifically (A. Usai 1995: 258).

At Antigori, local potters also produced a greyerokd waregceramica grigio-
ardesia Again, this type of pottery was manufactured ioal manner, although at least
some of the shapes do not appear in the traditidaedgic repertoire. An eastern
Mediterranean influence, however, should not be et this grey ware, and it is argued
in section 5.2.1 that the overall consumption patt# imports, imitations, anderamica
grigio-ardesiapoint to communication with southern Italy. The mtacture of grey ware

at Antigori is also proposed as a hybrid productiosection 5.3.1.
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As for identity implications read into these pattepf consumption of eastern
Mediterranean pottery, at neither Thapsos nor Anitig there proof of the presence of
foreign potters. Even those who propose an Aege&@ypriot presence at these sites
would be hard pressed to see itinerant pottersusecaf the obvious differences in
production for these foreign imitated or derivedeg Indeed, Aegean derivative pottery
at Thapsos, and both Aegean imitations and greg waitery at Antigori are customarily
described as the products of local artisans. Winene may be a difference in the contact
situation between these sites involves the preseifceeign traders. At Thapsos, its
convenient location on the coast, with two nathexbours able to accommodate larger,
long-distance boats, the range of materials foaritsitombs and settlement, and the fact
that Aegean containers commonly associated witlaburthe Aegean are used in a
similar manner at the site, all make direct conetit foreign (perhaps even Aegean)
maritime merchants a possibility. At Antigori, whdahe presence of Aegean traders has
also been interpreted, their direct involvememtdsat all obvious. While kraters and
drinking cups are (presumably) used in the samergémanner as in the Aegean, there is
no specific information on the form such drinkingfeasting took at the nuraghe.
Furthermore, it could be argued that such vessalss( large mixing bowls) do not lend
themselves to a wide spectrum of use. Very lipecific information regarding their use
would be required to make such vessels functional$ardinian context. Therefore, the
direct presence of maritime merchants from the Aage Cyprus is not a prerequisite for
the appropriate use of foreign pottery at Antigdhat there was a need to make such
vessels locally would seem to indicate that, ateast, such contacts could not be relied

upon to furnish local needs consistently.

5.1.2 The Consumption of Oxhide Ingots and Cypriotnvolvement in Sardinian

Metallurgy

As outlined in Chapter Four, the conspicuous preserf copper oxhide ingots in Sardinia,
coupled with their absence in nearby mainland Jtahd relative scarcity in Sicily, has led
certain scholars to posit a possible Cypriot ineahent in Sardinian metal production.

This idea of Cypriot interest, occasionally suggdsis possible Cypriot control, however,
is not so much based on a consideration of theeg&itn which these ingots and ingot
fragments are found, but rather seems to be fouodeth assumption that a more complex

society could control a less complex one, evendastance (Blake 2008: 25).

When looking at the presence of oxhide ingots irdiséa from their actual

archaeological contexts, the impression is overmirgdly one of Sardinian peoples
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collecting, exchanging, and consuming these ingossitisfy their own local requirements.
The preponderance of founders’ hoards as contaxtsthe co-presence of local plano-
convex ingots and local bronze forms, would seemdizate strongly that oxhide ingot
fragments were used and valued in the same maarbe @orresponding local materials.
The three oxhide ingot fragments from the Pattamadhwhich may be local productions
may speak of a certain Sardinian experimentatidh an extra-insular form, in the same
way that Antigori potters experimented with Aeggattery. Whereas the Antigori
imitations were presumably created to satisfy lagahand for these feasting and drinking
vessels, it is admittedly more difficult to integpa possible motivation for the Sardinian
production of copper ingots in oxhide form basedlos isolated example. If other LIA
analyses were to show further Sardinian oxhidetggbother sites, then perhaps a model

involving Sardinia’s desire to engage in the ciatian of this form could be proposed.

The supplementary evidence used to support themofiCypriot involvement in
Sardinian metallurgy, that of Cypriot-looking smiitf tools, is too small and problematic
a data set to be convincing. As outlined in secdigh2, the closest parallels come from
non-archaeological contexts, and thus cannot blgsetfrom a consumption point of
view to argue either for or against Cypriot pregeriche sledgehammers, by Lo Schiavo’s
(Lo Schiavoet al.1985: 22) own definition, do not resemble Cyppuadtotypes, and the
tongs, although similar, do not display much forveiiety throughout the Mediterranean.
In fact, the two Mediterranean types known (i.eeg&an’ and ‘Levantine’ tongs) are both
present in Cyprus in the LBA (Lo Schiaebal.1985: 22). Regardless of which type was
present in Sardinia, therefore, a possible conmedti Cyprus could have been made. The
Levantine type of tongs that are found in Sardirége also been (partially) recovered
from the Cape Gelidonya shipwreck (Catling 1964, §8licating that these tools were
mobilised in the LBA, either as finished produdse exchanged, scrap metal, or the
personal property of an itinerant metallurgist. ifipeesence in a founders’ hoard at
Sant'Anastasia/Sardara (Cagliari) (Lo Schiavo 20284) could be interpreted as an
imported item that was brought to Sardinia as &imgrtool or scrap metal. A Sardinian
smith, exposed to such tools, would certainly haegsessed the requisite skill set to
produce similarly shaped tongs. Such a scenarid&as proposed for other items on
Sardinia (e.g. tripod stands, figurines, rattaiigied daggers) without the insistence of
direct Cypriot presence (Lo Schiaebal.1985: 9, 44, 59).

Finally, there is a chronological difficulty in ggosing Cypriot involvement in

Sardinian metallurgy. While the bulk productionoxhide ingots is thought to have ceased
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in Cyprus some time around 1150 BC, the contesueh ingots in Sardinia, when datable
at all, are often in (very) Late Bronze or EarlgrirAge hoards (Lo Schiavo 2003: 24).
Therefore, there is no clear correlation betweeir grchaeological context in Sardinia,
and the LBA presence of itinerant smiths or prosmsc The fact that almost all oxhide
ingots in Sardinia are found in fragments may th&r indication that they were broken
up and re-circulated long past any presumed LBAoirtgtion to the island. To posit a
Cypriot presence based on the evidence of oxhiglat inagments is making considerable
assumptions about the biography of these objedtsinlecades before their final
deposition. If we were to find ingots or ingot fragnts in metallurgical production
contexts, complemented by other Cypriot objects. (@ottery, smithing tools), this would
provide at least some small basis to propose tleetdpresence of Cypriot metallurgists.
This is never the case, however; island-wide tieeomly one instance of the co-presence
of oxhide ingot fragments and Cypriot-looking oliged his is the hoard at Pattada, again,
where the ingot fragments were in a founders huoattithree Cypriot-style axes. As a
founders hoard, however, with most of its composé€imicluding three of the oxhide ingot
fragments) interpreted as local, any Cypriot preseead in to this Ilcentury BC hoard

would be highly dubious.

One explanation for the later or prolonged presefaehide ingots in Sardinia is
the suggestion that when Cyprus and the easteriitdfiethean began the change to iron
technology from the 2century BC, Sardinia and the west continued toesgmt a more
consistent market for the bulk trade of copper (n&990: 150-51). This still may not
speak of a direct Cypriot presence in Sardinidoaltih it does provide a logical Cypriot
motivation ‘from a distance.’ If Sardinia was viewvas a place to dump surplus copper by
Cypriot elites, copper that they would have hadeaasing difficulty exchanging in the Iron
Age east, this would challenge the suggestionShatinia was regarded as an exploitable
sourceof copper by active, present eastern Mediterrapeaspectors (Basst al. 1967:
77).

The consumption of oxhide ingot fragments and @tdadoking bronze objects in
Sardinia, therefore, when read from a local petdgecseems to indicate clearly the
handling, manipulation, and exchange of these nadddvy Sardinian agents. As is the
case with Aegean pottery at Antigori and Thapdus presence of foreign itinerant
craftspeople is not indicated by the presence pbimed goods, and the presence of
foreign agents of exchange merely possible butrasidatory. The next section expands

on the interpretive difficulties in reading specifiorporate identities into object diasporas.
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5.2 Beyond Natives and Foreigners: The Geographie$ Mobility in the Central

Mediterranean

But before the prehistory of the western Meditezamis once again peopled

by enterprising traders whose activities providezldriving force for the

diffusion of artifacts and monuments and for simiti@s in insular evolution, a

critical view of the archaeological evidence isuiegd (Chapman 1985: 146).

In the traditional models that stress the MycenawaDypriot penetration of Sicily
and Sardinia, foreign objects are used as markessstablishing long distance trade
routes, and the placement of foreign ‘emporia.’Ifscemmercial encounters are deemed
systematic and persistent, and no effort is madeparate foreign objects from the direct
presence and motivations of foreign agents. Typiitime ventures are envisaged to
have involved eastern Mediterranean boats, trangling distances, and were destination-
oriented (De Miro 1999a: 78; Ferrarese Ceruti asdofgia 1982: 170-71). The
conspicuous amount of foreign goods at placesThapsos, Cannatello, and Antigori,
therefore, indicate that they were the preferreddidations for specific goods, and
involved in a network of ‘directional commerciahtte’ (Renfrew 1972: 470-71). While it
is true that these sites stand out from their ri@ghs in the amounts of foreign materials
recovered, such ‘spikes’ seem to be more pronoubeeduse of the dearth of foreign
goods elsewhere in their regions, rather than lggparticularly large assemblages of
exotica themselves. As centres near the coast,Jyewieis logical that they should have
more extra-insular materials than interior locasioand there is still a significant fall off in
Aegean materials between these sites and compamagdein southern Italy. Inevitably,
there is neither enough material with which to assgystematic contact, nor did such
trade clearly involve primarily raw materials, sipslated in Renfrew’s (1972: 470)
model. While the lack of any MBA or LBA shipwreak the central Mediterranean is
unfortunate, it seems clear that it would not takech foreign material in its hold before
such a wreck was ambitiously labelled ‘MycenaeanQypriot.” As Harding (1984: 258)
suggested, however, the nationality of such sk possible to ascertain, and

“meaningless in a prehistoric context.”

In this study | propose a more general and flexib&elel of object diasporas. In this
interpretation, object scatters do not directlatelto any long-distance trade routes, as
there are many ways that foreign objects can @teulnd at different scales of exchange.
In fact, the moment the objects move beyond thettinas of Sicily or Sardinia, the
participation of any foreign agents is unlikelydaheir motivations for contact become

irrelevant. The amount of data recovered in alrewsty instance for these two islands, as
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illustrated above, does not allow for an assumpoiosystematic exchange relationships.
An object diaspora model makes an active separhgbmeen foreign objects and foreign
agents of exchange: an Aegean pot found in a tortitei centre of Sicily, or an oxhide
ingot fragment recovered from a hoard many milénich in Sardinia, does not clearly
demonstrate the patterned behaviour of foreigr@ften, the harbour point of entry cannot
be clearly ascertained if there is no obvious, Wisxgcommunication route between the

coast and the interior location.

For example, does the LH IlIA2 alabastron fragnfeand in Nuraghe Arrubiu
(northern Cagliari) represent part of the cargarofAegean ship landing somewhere on the
east coast of Sardinia, which was subsequentlgfeared directly from the coast to the
inland nuraghe consumer? This object represeneaidier phase of Late Helladic pottery
in Sardinia than what is typically found, which magicate the alabastron had circulated
within the region for a period before its eventdaposition in Nuraghe Arrubiu. Its
original central Mediterranean port of call couldt as easily have been Scoglio del Tonno
in Apulia: the pot could have passed through sévenads, had more than one consumer,
passed overland to the Tyrrhenian coast of Itaig, then shipped to Nuraghe Antigori
with a mixed cargo that included Aegean potteryoteeeventually following local
exchange networks inland to Arrubiu. (Certain page¢hat may connect Antigori and the
Italian mainland are explored below, see 5.2.1)s Thuld explain why a LH 1lIA2 sherd
is present in an island of mostly LH 11IB-C impari&he point is this alabastron’s final
deposition does not allow for the reconstructiomimy kind of predictable route of
exchange, nor does its presence necessarily ieditatactions of Aegean agents.
Nevertheless, the dominant paradigm of direct &uton over long distances has allowed
for the proposal of Nuraghe Arrubiu as a gatewayroainity, solely based on this single
sherd (Ruiz-Galvez 2005: 20).

Rather than assume that long distance, directghipping was the norm for the
second half of the"dMillennium BC, and following Braudel’'s (1972: 10407) lead, |
would propose that smaller, more regionally-focdssemping vessels were responsible
for the bulk of exotica distribution within the desd Mediterranean. While some larger,
longer distance ships may have visited key pomthke region, there is no need to assume
an eastern Mediterranean ship for every easternt&fesshean object found (Knapp 1990:
124). With smaller ships, able to reach a widegeaof coastal settlements (i.e. ones that
could not accommodate larger vessels), much dioifeégn material could have dispersed

via local, overlapping spheres of exchange, wharseties of distinct trading
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worlds...intersect and interweave” (McCormick 20013% These trading worlds were
likely more complicated than the simple binary ogiion of mobile Aegeans and Cypriots
versus stationary Sicilians and Sardinians. Sutanlotking exchange spheres could move
items over long distances without the need to ievibikectional shipping, and would
explain a general fall off of Aegean and Cypriobds in the farther west and north of the
central Mediterranean. As van Wijngaarden (2002) 2iéscribed more generally (and
only with regard to the circulation of Aegean pofjeregional exchange networks in the
central Mediterranean were “interconnected” withsil of the Aegean. The spread of such
pottery, therefore, was due to the overlaps oaogiibetween the regions: eastern
Mediterranean maritime merchants did not ‘creag@’ ade routes in the central
Mediterranean, they encountered them, and in s@asesanay have exploited them. In
fact, only in the instances of conspicuous amoaheastern Mediterranean materials (i.e.
at Thapsos, Cannatello, and Antigori) should acdlliek be proposed as a possible

explanation.

While | am promoting a trade pattern of inter-lotki overlapping spheres of
exchange, and arguing that individual objects ctialde covered long distances in such a
manner, (and believe this is a more typical scerthan directed, long-distance voyages), |
am reluctant to demand such a scenario. Thergrisader need to go beyond simple
debates regarding the mechanisms and actors irdvoivibe spread of materials, and |
would argue that an object diaspora scenario, Wioesds interact with foreign objects,
influences, or ideas — but not necessarily peopill+epresents a cultural encounter, one
which can result in discrete changes in materiatfice (see section 5.3). Furthermore, just
as the data are not sufficient to predict a motledry distance shipping accurately, an
interlocking spheres of exchange framework can belyroposed as one of several
possible exchange mechanisms. The diffusion ofotd@an and most likely did involve
different forms (i.e. in scale, distance, and ag@&mtolved), and distribution patterns, even
when supported by a sufficient amount of evidene®, still be interpreted as the result of
different exchange systems (Renfrew and Bahn 28D@). It is almost impossible to

identify the specific agents of exchange basedysolethe final deposition of objects.

Rather than promote a narrative of Aegean or Cypriaspectors in the central
Mediterranean, or a contrary one of central Medhr@an maritime merchants acquiring
goods at a distance and bringing them back toySaciSardinia, it would be better to
assume that everyone is involved, at multiple scdfeother words, to follow a

methodology that is “inclusive and general, notlesiwe and specific” (Knapp and van
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Dommelen 2010: 6). In such a way, the direct preserf Aegean or Cypriot traders can
be entertained for certain specific instancesnieed not be the dominant paradigm of
contact. A closer look at the way Aegean-looking grey ware pottery were used and
produced at Nuraghe Antigori follows, which coulelibterpreted as reflecting contact
with the Italian mainland, rather than the direegence of Mycenaean maritime

merchants.

5.2.1 Aegean-Looking Pottery in Antigori and Southen Italy: Patterns of

Consumption and Production

The interpretation of the presence of Aegean potieNuraghe Antigori provides an
excellent example of how the idea of mobile fordigrers and stationary local receptors
tends to over-simplify the evidence. The way inathiAegean-looking pottery was
imported and produced at both Nuraghe Antigori smathern Italy involves several
similarities, and some key differences (table 5T4e similarities indicate a shared
experience, argued here as representing direcacionetween the community of Antigori
and mainland Italian society. The differences eetat the one hand to different cultural
encounters experienced in these two areas (iectditeraction with Aegean maritime
agents in southern Italy, but not in Sardinia), andhe other to the identities of the potters
involved (i.e. either Aegean itinerant potters @liMrained southern Italian potters at the
mainland centres, and local Sardinian potters d&gan). For the purposes of this
comparison, southern Italy is defined as the pregnof Calabria, Puglia, and Basilicata,
where twenty-four sites have produced evidenceegfe@an-looking pottery (van
Wijngaarden 2002: 328-29, sites 297-320).

Three features of the Aegean-looking pottery aiglnt stand out: the prevalence of
open shapes over closed, indicating dining, drimkind serving vessels (i.e. evidence of
social practice); the petrographic analysis, wislsbwed the majority of tested Aegean-
looking pottery was of local manufacture (Ferrar€seutiet al. 1987: 36); and the
introduction of a locally produced grey-colouredreyacalledceramica grigio-ardesia
(Ferrarese Ceruti 1985: 606). This pattern of irtgpdocal imitations, and grey ware is
also noted in southern lItaly, although not in Sicit Lipari (see below). The presence of
these imports and imitations at Antigori, foundhiitand around the nuragic complex,
would seem to indicate the importation of highissgbainted pottery for its own sake, not
necessarily based on its contents, although vang&@grden (2002: 278) postulates that

both container and contents are valid considerationexchange. This importation was
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then followed by the commission of similar wared&produced locally, possibly due to

the rather infrequent arrival of eastern tradersastern goods.

Area: Southern Italy Antigori
Aegean looking 1000s, spread over 24 Approximately 200.
pottery totals: sites in Puglia, Basilicata,

and Calabria. 3 sites have
at least 100 sherds.

Percentage of total
ceramic assemblages

< 5%.

Uncertain, but likely about
1%.

Features of locally | Wheel-made, levigated | Either handmade or
produced Aegean- | buff clay, painted formed on a very slow
looking pottery: wheel, matte painted.
Dramatic increase in Represents the majority
production during of the Aegean-looking
LH IIIB/C phase. pottery.
Credited to itinerant Credited to Mycenaean
potters or local Italic residents, but much more
peoples trained by likely made by locals.
Aegeans.

Grey ware Ceramica grigia: local Ceramica grigio-ardesia:
impasto shapes made on a| some shapes foreign to
wheel, with clay selection/| Nuragic pottery (Trojan?
preparation, high firing | Italian?), handmade, or
kiln similar to Aegean on a slow wheel,
practice. high firing temperatures.

Contexts: Settlements. Settlement.

Provenience results: | Peloponnese Peloponnese
Central Crete Central Crete
Rhodes Western Crete
Central Greece Southern Cyprus
Sardinia?

Shapes: Generally table wares. Generally table wares.

Motifs: Curved lines with dotted | Curved lines with dotted
border. border.

Spirals (very common). Spirals.

Diamond with cross-
hatched fill.

Diamond with cross-
hatched fill (locally made
example).

Table 5.4: Patterns of Aegean-looking pottery consumption

southern ltaly.

and production, Antigori versus

Contextually, the Aegean-looking pottery in southkaly and Antigori both come

from settlement contexts, as does that found ilAgaian Islands, but in contrast to the
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situation in Sicily where burial contexts are mooenmon. The provenience analyses for
the imported Aegean ware show some common, albgjtgeneral, sources for both
regions. In Antigori, imports were traced to clayes in the Peloponnese, central and
western Crete, and one sample from southern Cypames and Day 1987: 268). In
southern Italy, possible sources included the Relopse, central Crete, (perhaps) central
Greece (i.e. Boeotia), and five sherds from ScadgibTonno that were thought to be
Sardinian (Jones 1986: 208; Jones and Vagnetti: IBR). The presence of locally made
Aegean-looking pottery in both areas has been wugefi by petrographic and chemical
analyses (Jones and Day 1987; Ferrarese Carati1l987). In fact, such imitations
represent the majority of Aegean-looking paintettgrg at Antigori (Ferrarese Cert

al. 1987: 36), and dramatically increase in south&y during the LH IIIB/C phase, the
same phase represented stylistically by the Antgjugrds (Jonest al.2005: 541). When
analysing these imitations from a production pectipe, however, a key difference is
noted. On the mainland, the production method iig sanilar to that of the Aegean itself,
with the preparation of well-levigated buff claygabration using lustrous paint, high firing
temperatures, and perhaps most significantly, emié®f being wheel made (Vagnetti
1999: 143). On Sardinia, the local imitations weeeorated in matte paint, did show
indications of being fired at a high temperaturer(&rese Ceruti and Assorgia 1982: 173-

74), but were fashioned either by hand or on a sty wheel (R.E. Jonepers. comn).

Figure 5.1: Comparison of Late Helladic pottery motifs bet ~ ween mainland Italy and Antigori.
Al, B1: Scoglio del Tonno (Puglia); A2, B2: Antigor  i. (After Russell 2010: 118, fig. 6.5).
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In terms of painted motifs, some similarities betwehe mainland and Antigori can
be detected (figure 5.1). These include: concentriged lines bordered with dots; spirals;
and diamond shapes with cross-hatched interiorth Wgards to shapes, as was
mentioned above, both regions tend to have tabtesnmost strongly represented (Joees
al. 2005: 542). It is difficult to assess closely amape similarities between the Antigori
grey pottery and either impastoaeramica grigiaforms on the mainland based solely on
profile pictures. Both Smith (1987: 99) and Giaa{d995: 45, fig. 20) described
Sardinian grey ware as similar to tteramica grigiaand traditionalmpastopottery of the
mainland. One distinctive handle found in Roamvhich folds over from the rim, does

seem to resemble similar features in botpastoandceramica grigia(figure 5.2).

Figure 5.2: Comparison of fold-over rim handles. A: greyw  are sherd from Scoglio del Tonno
(Puglia); B: grey ware sherd from Antigori, Room a; C: impasto handle from Termitito
(Basilicata). (After Saflund 1939: 474, fig. 18; Fe rrarese Ceruti 1985: 610, plate M12; Bettelli
1999: 462, fig. 1)

A final point of comparison that should be madthis presence of large storage
vesselsgithoi or dolia) found in both areas concerned. Here there seeives significant
differences in consumption, with locally made exéapvell-known on the mainland, but
only two examples, both of imported vessels, aigunt. Thedolia in southern Italy are
made from buff levigated clays, fired at a high pemature, and made use of the wheel in
some cases (Vagnetti 1999: 147). In terms of déiooraraised bands, and later grooved
bands, are found on the Italian examples, whileadribe imports in Sardinia has a Cretan-
style herringbone pattern, and the other a Cystigie wavy band (Ferrarese Cereitial.
1987: 16, 18). Provenience analysis has substadtibese assignments (Jones and Day
1987: 262-63).

Contact between mainlanders and Sardinians cowlel ta&en place at Antigori,
with Italian sailors bringing both the imports, gmerhaps imperfect knowledge how to
reproduce them, to the island. Alternatively, timported pottery could have been acquired

by Sardinian merchants sailing within the centraldilerranean, as such wares are
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certainly well represented in Sicily, the Aeoliafands, and southern Italy. As locally-
made imitations of Aegean pottery are not well knowSicily, where only one vessel has
been postulated as being locally manufactured €Jand Levi 2004: 173), and only a
single sherd of grey ware has been found in LiR@isson Hallager 1985: 303), contact
with the mainland presently appears to be thefiiefurthermore, from a chronological
perspective, the consumption of Aegean potteryairdi@ia seems largely to postdate the
presence of such wares in Sicily or Lipari (Blak®&: 7; Taylour 1980: 816-17). The
agents of mobility could also have transferrednmfation about the types of dining or
drinking practices associated with such wares,imparted this knowledge to the
consumers at Antigori. That these consumers founH practices — or at least the pottery

itself — worthwhile would seem to be indicated bg tommissioning of local copies.

The ‘imperfect’ way in which Aegean wares weretated at Antigori may be due
to conservatism of pottery practices there, orguisick of information about the
production sequence required to make closer appations. It has been noted that even
skilled potters who competently practice in handentrdditions are not automatically
equipped to adopt wheel making techniques, andimoaigee any immediate benefit in
doing so (Nicklin 1971: 34-37). Loney (2007: 20R)estigating the adoption of wheel-
making techniques on the Italian mainland, strefs®s‘the conservative nature of
production” in southern Italy, where direct contauth Aegean artisans may be
interpreted, led to the wheel being only disjoityextiopted. On Sardinia, where there is
little evidence to base the presence of Aegeanhmats or itinerant potters, any
conservatism was also complemented by technolomgjonatance, leading to a “negative
transfer” of skills (Loney 2007: 183), which rewdltin the less-exact imitations produced

at Antigori.

If we accept that both Aegean imports, and a v&moeaviedge of how to produce
them, came to Sardinia via the Italian peninstlantthe possibility must also exist that
some of the ‘imports’ at Antigori and other Nuragites may actually be Italian
imitations. Some evidence for this might be read common provenience result
discovered between pottery found at Antigori an8caglio del Tonno (Jones 1986: 208).
The chemical signatures found on five ‘suspectexiarts at Scoglio del Tonno, which
contained relatively high levels of iron and nickeere not readily comparable to known
clay sources in the Aegean or around Scoglio it3&léy may have been manufactured on
Sardinia, as some examples at Antigori also shdvigdairon and nickel content (Jones

1986: 212-13, Table 2). Given how closely Aegeanewavere imitated on the mainland,
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however, and conversely how dramatically they deplirom Aegean production
techniques at Antigori, it would be unusual for dmnmunity at Scoglio del Tonno to
desire inferior Sardinian copies, and | would sisggieat both the Sardinian and Italian
pottery with these chemical signatures were prodweethe mainland, from an as of yet
unknown clay source. Jones (1986: 208) acknowletiygtdf these samples were made in

Sardinia, their clay source “has yet to be esthbtis’

Given that theeeramica grigio-ardesigroduced at Antigori did not involve the
same production techniques@gamica grigiaon the mainland, and that it was not simply
a new way of decorating traditional local potteay,it seems to have been in southern
Italy, then it must have been the final appeardneethe grey burnished finish) of the
product that was the desired element. Why waggtieig finish a sought after feature? For
the Italian mainland (specifically for the siteRroglio di Trebisacce), Vagnetti (1999:
149) tentatively suggests the grey finish eithéisBad the local practice of producing pots
with dark coloured surfaces, or was a “cheap suibstfor silverware.” Just how prevalent
silver vessels would have been at Nuraghe Antigatidebatable point (certainly no
metallic pottery has been found there), nor igrtain that the nuraghe-dwelling elite
would have been familiar with such high-status makteThe samples of grey ware at
Antigori are of regular thickness, and do not appede particularly metallic-looking. If
the shapes reproduced at Antigori are in fact sowelelated to mainlanderamica grigia
(or to theimpastowares that the Italian grey wares are emulatithg)y there could be a

specific mainland practice that is being copiedandinia.

Smith (1987: 160) suggests that grey ware in Itadyy have provided resident
foreign traders with better quality tableware, #mat the largelolia containers provided
them with their traditional means of storage. Whglstraders would have required such
niceties, however, is not immediately evident. biwer suggestion, that the grey pottery
was aimed at local Italian consumers who were deadeess to higher-status Aegean
painted wares, seems more plausible (Smith 1987). Béother idea, based on contextual
evidence from Broglio di Trebisacce, also interptée use of grey ware as an indication
of social identity. In an area associated withalittonsumption at that site, closed storage
vessels were represented by Late Helladic lookottepy, while open dining and drinking
shapes were rendered in grey ware and impastodidhistomy was interpreted as
representing those in control of surplus supplieshe one hand, and “commoner”
participants on the other (Borgna and Cassola G20@&: 502). This is an intriguing idea

for Antigori, although there is no such functiodatinction between Aegean-looking



227

pottery and grey wares there: both are more comymeplresented by serving and dining

vessels.

When Aegean pottery ceases to be imported by therzmity at Antigori, the
practice of making local copies also ends, althoyrgly ware pottery persists for a short
while after (Ferrarese Cerugt al. 1987: 35). For some this may indicate that Aegsaps
no longer sailed to Sardinia. | would prefer a feavork that stresses the value of such
wares to the local consumers: when the importongdr arrived, such material lost its
exotic association to successive generations afgha dwellers, and they were not
inclined to have it copied anymore. In the LBA,taér nuragic complexes, including
Antigori, became more fortified (Trump 1992: 198, indication of an elite class that was
becoming more entrenched, wealthier, and able ¢ot @dministrative control over larger
territories. In such an environment one may expeéind increased craft specialisation, as
elites begin to consume more labour intensive rias$eiboth local and imported, to
promote their privileged positions within societigologically. In step with this increased
craft specialisation, there may be a certain amofitéchnical experimentation (Loney
2007: 200), such as the attempt to produce Aegaakirlg pottery and grey watecally
at Antigori. Grey ware is also discussed as a ptesgistance of hybrid practice in section

5.3.2, although it is inevitably rejected as such.

One hurdle to interpreting a connection or exchdree/een Antigori and southern
Italy is the lack of Nuragic finds for this period the mainland, and the lack of anything
particularly Apennine in Antigori. The former preih is certainly a challenge to the
insistence that common pottery consumption pattedisated communication and trade
between these regions. It is possible that Sambnieaded perishable items such as
livestock, or agricultural products not associatétth an overtly Nuragic vessel. While
copper may have been the most marketable raw comn®ardinia possessed, whether it
was producing a surplus amount for export is unkmaand Antigori itself has not yielded
evidence of being conspicuously involved in thedpiciion or exchange of copper
(Webster 1996: 142). Clearly identifiable Italiamogucts at Antigori are restricted to a
serpentine fibula from Tower F (Ferrarese Cerufi7iP 406), which was found in a later
stratum than the Aegean pottery or grey ware fdbace. The high-nickel content Aegean
sherds mentioned above from Scoglio del Tonno amibéri might indicate an Italian
product in Sardinia, albeit one that does not ldakan. The hyper-specialisation and
extreme regionalisation of Mediterranean archagoésya practice may militate against

eitherimpastopottery being recognised in Sardinia, or Nuragerds in Italy. The latter is
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usually described as not particularly distinctiaed it is only in the past twenty years that
it has been recognised in extra-insular contextat(@set al. 1998; Lo Schiavo 2005d).
Beyond these possible methodological consideratiomsever, it should be kept in mind
that while the proposed Antigori — southern Itabygection lasted some time (to judge by
the stratigraphy at the nuraghe), it was neverticpéarly intensive exchange, and it may
be impossible to determine whatever Antigori gagekdn exchange for Aegean or
Aegean-looking imports. Given that Sardinian pradase known on the mainland from
both earlier periods, such as obsidian in EBA orAifdntexts (Blake 1999: 40), as well
as later, such as Nuragic bronze boat models (bta%o 2000: 155), it would be unusual

for there to have been no contact between thervioa interim.

Regardless of which exchange mechanism broughtriegbgoods to Antigori, or
Sardinia in general (and island-wide there werelyilseveral different patterns of mobility
and scales of trade involved), one aspect thatiogrtneeds to be emphasised more is the
potential mobility of the islanders themselves. Wifdreign material remains found on
Sicily and Sardinia may give the erroneous impossi a stationary society receiving
them, it is certainly probable that, at least foors and middle range voyages, the maritime
technology of these islander communities was gefiicto participate in overseas
exchange networks (Harding 1984: 258). In the filhg section, another scenario where
islanders are often assumed to be stationarygtesttent that they are nearly invisible, is
examined: the fortified southern Sicilian site @ratello. In this case also, the presumed
mobility and activity of foreign agents, and thewsed passivity and atrophy of locals,

has led to suggestions of foreign settlement antralo

5.2.2 Is Cannatello a Mycenaean Emporium?

One of the problems with the assumption that eadirditerranean objects in the central
Mediterranean represent the by-products of lontadee, directed shipping from the east
is that it can lead to contentious interpretatiohsentral Mediterranean sites and their
roles in this network of exchange. Such is the eageannatello, whose excavator
commonly refers to as a ‘Mycenaean emporium’ (DeoMi999a; 1999b; 2004: 449). De
Miro is not particularly specific about what he medy such a label, and his emphasis on
the Cypriot flavour of the ceramic assemblage (Wlitie reads even in the Late Helladic
ware), somewhat confuses the issue. His commenCtnanatello was an Cypro-Aegean
“outpost,” on a well defined route, involved in nagmg the mining and exchange of
minerals (e.g. sulphur) in the region (De Miro 189%9), would seem to indicate a belief

in a settled foreign presence at the site, and lainé belief in foreign control of the area.
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De Miro (1999a: 80-81) saw such a settled presert@nded into the interior valleys of
central Sicily, based on the presence of Aegeateyoandtholosstyle tombs at places

like Milena, where there was also the presencelotaly made Aegean-looking amphora.

It is clear from this interpretation that the pospl of Aegean (or Cypriot) presence
in Cannatello and its region, based on an assumpfitDirectional Commercial Trade”
(De Miro 1999a: 78) to the south coast of Sicilgsted to this expansive labelling of
Cannatello as a Mycenaean emporium. It should peikemind that this interpretation is
based on a maximum of fifty sherds of pottery. While amount of local Sicilian pottery
at the site is never enumerated, it seems cleattitbse sherds must represent a small
minority of the ceramic assemblage. Even if we fleadViro’s label of a Mycenaean
emporium as signifying a local site that was inealin the exchange of Aegean and
Cypriot imports this would be a misleading desaoipt The presence of Nuragic and
Borg-in-Nadur ware pottery at Cannatello — perhiaggeater quantities, and, in the case
of the former, with some suggestion of local prdguc— would make it equally valid to
call the site a Sardinian or Maltese emporium.llithase cases, of course, such a label
would be inappropriate. De Miro seems prone to ftomg such a discourse of ‘Aegean-
ness’ (see Chapter Six), perhaps to mask the smmallint of eastern Mediterranean
material actually involved. In one remarkable ins& he refers to a pit with animal bones
in it as a “sort of hecatomb” (De Miro 1999b: 446y translation).

There are other archaeological reasons to questMycenaean emporium
interpretation for Cannatello. Although the sitestidl not well published, two features
stand out: its location 1.5km inland, rather tharttee coast (i.e. like Thapsos); and the
bulk of the Aegean (or Cypro-Aegean) pottery confiogn one context (Hut 8) in the first
phase of occupation. Given its location, a sigaificdistance from the coast, the
classification as an emporium (of any kind) seemestjonable. Did foreign maritime
merchants actually leave their ships (and liveldg)dehind on the shore, to communicate
and negotiate with the residents of Cannatellaban case, it would almost be mandatory
to assume a settled presence of foreigners at @dlona they were physically present at
the site. Unfortunately, publication has not befficgent enough to allow for a functional
analysis of the structures excavated within thdsysd determine if accommodating
foreign merchants could plausibly be interpretelviQusly, without knowing anything
about the harbour situation or its facilities, we missing a large piece of the puzzle for

Cannatello. How much of the cargo that was unlodd®d any ships anchored there
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actually made it to the heavily fortified site? \Wehere structures on the shore associated

with the storage of cargo, or the accommodatiosadbrs?

As for the bulk of Late Helladic pottery comingfndPhase 1 Hut 8, this would seem
to render the interpretation of the site as a Mgeam emporium throughout its existence
as teleologically reductionist. If the stratigraph¢lationship of the buildings excavated is
accurate, Phase 1 (figure 3.45) is only represdnydtree structures and the thinner inner
circuit of the wall. The site does not take offtatecturally until the Phase 2 (figure 3.46),
which is strangely labelled a transitional perigctihe excavator (De Miro 2004: 449),
even though this busy phase is represented by leigbt a thicker defence wall, and even
an inner partitioning of the space by the trapeaoichll. Yet this apparently quite busy
and prosperous phase has only produced a smallrirobeastern Mediterranean pottery.
When the Nuragic and Borg-in-Nadur pottery is fipaiublished, it will be interesting to

note their chronological and spatial relationshithin the site.

A comparison to the situation in southern ltalynstructive here. It will be recalled
that in southern Italy, comprised of Puglia, Basita and Calabria, the presence of Late
Helladic pottery covers a much broader chronoldgipactrum (LH | — LH IlIC) (Jonest
al. 2005: 541) than that recovered from Cannatellba$ been found at twenty-four sites
in southern Italy, compared to six in the provintégrigento, where Cannatello is
situated. Furthermore, five sites in southern Itaye produced at least fifty sherds of
pottery (van Wijngaarden 2002: 328-29, catalogu®ijly Cannatello itself can boast such
a total for southern or western Sicily: all othi#es combined have produced less than fifty
sherds. In both Cannatello and southern Italy Hekadic pottery is found in non-
funerary contexts. Whereas in Cannatello therepieaalence of storage and transport
vessels (Vianello 2005: 112), on the mainland tkissidn between storage/transport and
serving/dining vessels is more evenly split (BIak@8: 17, fig. 2). In southern Italy there
is also evidence for locally produced Aegean-logkiettery, which is not found at
Cannatello, where only Sicilian and Nuragic pottesre produced locally (Levi 2004:
237). Petrographic and chemical analysis has itetictihat the local production of
Aegean-looking pottery was not centralised at aanyigular site in southern Italy, but
rather several areas seemed to have been inveivesdmanufacture, including Scoglio del
Tonno (Puglia), Porto Peroni (Puglia), Termititea@icata), Torre Mordillo (Calabria),
and Broglio di Trebisacce (Calabria) (Vagnetti 19839).

Technologically, Italian-made Late Helladic-stylettery closely follows the

production methods employed in the Aegean itsdfictvindicates a direct transfer of the
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appropriate technologies, and perhaps the presérfoegean-trained potters (Jonetsal.
2005: 543). These technologies were also partlbpted towards the manufacture of a
hybrid form of potteryceramica grigia which incorporated Aegean-style clay levigation,
firing, and use of the wheel, although the shapedyred were not strictly Mycenaean,
but included those of traditionahpastopottery as well (Vagnetti 2000b: 312)nly at
Thapsos has an impact on local ceramic productem linferred from the interaction of
locals and Aegean pottery in Sicily (D'Agata 2068), and at that site there was no
indication of technology transfers (see 5.3.1). @inect presence of Aegean agents,
therefore, be they artisans or merchants, is mumie mvident in southern Italy than
southern and western Sicily, given the range eksitvolved, the existence of
technologically correct local production, the gezatmount of data in general, and the
longer timeframe of contact. This also makes gguycasense, as there are physically
fewer intermediate places for middlemen tradetsatee played a role between the Aegean
and southern Italy, unlike in Cannatello, where éagpottery could have been acquired

via contacts with southern lItaly, Lipari, or east8icilian centres like Thapsos.

Narrowing the comparison to a single site, Broglidrebisacce in northern
Calabria, further illustrates the interpretive gesbs of labelling Cannatello a Mycenaean
emporium. Broglio, like Cannatello, is not placecedtly by the sea, but lies 1km inland,
in the Plains of Sybaris (van Wijngaarden 2002:)23Tere is settlement evidence
covering the MBA and EIA at the site (Vagnetti 19283), and the Aegean pottery
present involves LH IlIA — IlIC forms, although BR — C sherds are more prevalent
(Vianello 2005: 108). This stands in contrast te@ello, where LH IlIA sherds were the
most common (De Miro 1999b: 446), although it skdwg noted that in terms of raw
numbers there is far more Aegean-looking pottenef@ry phase at Broglio than at
Cannatello. In fact, not including material recaaerfter 1990, there were six hundred and
forty-seven sherds recovered at Broglio, of whinteé hundred and fifty-two were large
enough to be analysed (van Wijngaarden 2002: Z¥these three hundred and fifty-two
sherds, only one hundred and seventeen were cidsito a particular phase of Late
Helladic pottery, so any prevalence of LH IlIB -sBerds should be considered a tentative

interpretation.

Nevertheless, the provenience analysis of these tundred and fifty-two sherds
showed that only a small minority (twelve) were ormed, while the majority were
manufactured in the Plains of Sybaris (van Wijndaar2002: 240, table 17.1). This

speaks of a significant and prolonged processaat lproduction at Broglio which, while
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more prominent in the LH 1lIB — C periods, doesluae some LH IIIA pottery as well. It

is difficult to compare these results to Cannatellbere only a single vessel — a
coarseware stirrup jar — has been analysed, ygeli@retan provenience (Day and Joyner
2005). still, for the whole of Sicily only a singlessel to date — a LH 11IB-C coarseware
amphora from Milena (Caltanissetta) — has yieldéatal provenience result (Jones and
Levi 2004: 171-72), which would seem to indicatatttine level of production of Late
Helladic pottery at Broglio was not practiced onilgiin general, or Cannatello in
particular. The twelve imported vessels analysdgraglio do cover the full LH [lIA - C
spectrum (Vagnetti 1999: 143), indicating that eaéter the establishment of locally

produced Aegean-looking wares, actual imports @titiulated to the site.

Thus Broglio di Trebisacce has yielded approxinyaset hundred more sherds than
Cannatello, covering a longer time period, andluaast a more plausible interpretation of
the actual presence of Aegean agents, be theysradgotters. Nevertheless, even in this
well-connected scenario, there is no attempt byekvavators at Broglio to interpret the
site as a Mycenaean emporium or colony. It is allsite, where the significant amount of
Aegean-looking pottery still only constitutes a §raanount of the entire ceramic
assemblage. At most, investigators will speak sfayatic, seasonal contacts, and perhaps
a local appropriation of certain food storage tégh@s or agricultural improvements, as a
result of the material connection to the Aegeargf\éti 1999: 149), not of a Mycenaean

controlled site, nor of an Aegean acculturated petmn.

Any interpretation of Cannatello as a Mycenaeanaiaom, whether it assumes an
eastern Mediterranean settled presence and contijoist the systematic commercial
exchange with seasonal traders, relies upon thef loélthe direct presence of foreign
ships and foreign agents landing on the shore @aanatello. Such a scenario is promoted
in the narrative of directed, long distance shigpwften framed within the idea that these
eastern ships were on their way further west, tdiS&@ and perhaps the Iberian peninsula,
seeking metals (De Miro 1999b: 449). Their spegfiesence at Cannatello is interpreted
as a desire for access to the central interioeyalbf Sicily, to exploit mineral resources
like alum or sulphur (De Miro 1996: 1000). Alum wased for tanning and dyeing in the
ancient Mediterranean (Blake 2008: 8), while sutplias used in metallurgy and
viticulture (Castellana 2000: 167). Here we seetypecal interpretation of foreign
materials in Sicily in terms of foreign motivatioasd activities, with no engagement with
local responses to the encounter, or local mofimepromoting or maintaining such

contact.
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While the presence of Nuragic pottery at the sttesdseem to put Sardinia into the
picture, it still does not allow us to specify thgents of mobility involved. Was
Cannatello, or at least its now missing harboutreea meeting place for people coming
from the eastern Mediterranean, Malta, Sardinid,a@her parts of Sicily? It was centrally
located on the south coast of Sicily, and thereéargly accessible for Maltese or
Sardinian ships, and Sicily’s central positiontie Mediterranean certainly made it a
potentially convenient stopping point for longeyages east or west. In this, the
geographic position of Cannatello’s associateddaris not dissimilar to the position
(and perhaps role performed) by Kommos in sout@ate. Cannatello is also well placed
for access to the interior via river valleys, andhis De Miro’s ideas about the
exploitation of mineral resources may be valid,reféris assumption of the foreign
management of this exploitation is misguided. Giitsrposition on an elevated plateau
1.5km from the shore, and the security indicatedsthick wall, the idea expressed in
section 3.4.1, of Cannatello actually represenitfigrtified storage compound for goods in
transit (both going to, and perhaps coming frora,ititerior) is an attractive one. It is
somewhat validated by the fact that the easternitetednean pottery is dominated by
closed shapes (stirrup jars, amphorae) associatedransportation and storage (Vianello
2005: 112). The idea that Maltese traders may baea attracted to certain sites in Sicily
due to the availability of Aegean merchandise (5a8808: 85-86) may be somewhat
validated by the situation at Cannatello, althotighspecific chronological relationship
between Borg-in Nadur and Late Helladic pottery idaeed to be known before insisting
upon such a scenario. It would be better to exgressituation as one where all traders
were attracted by the scope of exotic materialdabla at the site, not to mention the

availability of Sicilian products themselves.

The two cases explored above, which questionedidas of Mycenaean or Cypriot
presence and control at Antigori and Cannatellastitate the difficulty in extrapolating
the agents of mobility from the distribution of éagyn material in the central
Mediterranean. When interpreted from the local scomption perspective, the binary
opposition of local versus foreigner is overly slisiic, as it depends upon the physical
presence of foreign agents of exchange, itselfprbguct of never separating foreign
objects from foreign people. Even labelling matlsras ‘Mycenaean’ or ‘Cypriot,” can be
a questionable endeavour, as such objects do tniosinally express corporate identity.
While they may be used by specific groups ‘back &am express such an identity, when
an object is removed from such contexts (like Aegaattery in Sicily or oxhide ingots in

Sardinia), these associations are often lost. Atpsach objects may be perceived as
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foreign and exotic. Their new consumers, howewver nat trying to be ‘Mycenaean’ or
‘Cypriot’: such terms may well have been meaningkesthem. In the next section, the
concept of hybridisation is explored as a contmargrpretation to the acculturation of
central Mediterranean societies, as it relatessrete practices noted in the case studies

presented in the past two chapters.

5.3  The Intensities of Hybridisation in the CentralMediterranean

When one takes a closer look at the meanings aslgigen to specific

imported goods within specific ‘local contexts’‘cealities,” one often finds

that the goods have been transformed, at leastrtnip accordance with the

values of the receiving culture” (Howes 1996: 5).
So far | have discussed the consumption of foregterials, and how investigating such
materials within Sicilian and Sardinian contexta gadicate that different meanings were
assigned to exotica to conform to local desiresexebctations. This does not mean,
however, that the consumption of such new matehiatsno effect on the material culture
or social practices of the communities involveddiscrete instances, particular changes in
material practices can be detected in the archgealarecord, which could be interpreted
as instances of hybridisation. In the theory chaptdiscussed the benefits of such an
interpretive framework, particularly when compatedcculturation. Hybrid mixings also
occur at different modes or intensities, dependimghe type of cultural encounter
involved.Below, | discuss three hybridisation scenarios:rigyproduction methods;

hybrid practices; and hybrid identities.

Hybrid production methods are perhaps the easieftect materially. All that is
essential is observation of the objects involved, some knowledge of the constituent
‘ingredients’: both traditional products and metbioand the foreign materials or
techniques that combine to produce the hybrid abjéte finished product is then ‘read’
as a combination of these distinct influences. Mbifcult to assess are the agents
involved in the transmission of finished produets ¢utlined in 5.2 above), and how such
technologies (if any) were transferred. In secédhl below, so-called Aegean derivative
pottery in Sicily,ceramica grigio-ardesiat Antigori, and the central complexes at

Thapsos are argued as instances of hybrid productio

A hybrid practice refers to the situation where maaterials (hybrid productions or
‘pure’ imports) lead to the introduction of new befours. Unlike an anthropologist
investigating the consumption of Barbie dolls incétan (Macdougall 2003), however, we

cannot directly observe ancient communities ‘inact The meanings of new materials
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and locals’ attitudes towards them, therefore,lmaobscure. This is particularly
challenging when dealing with prehistoric societigsere no written records exist to assist
in assessing such meanings and values. We areedlibgdraw conclusions about new
practices based on either their archaeologicakstsitor ideas about usage that we can
glean from the materiality of the object itself.ri@ext is more important than any physical
alteration to the object itself: as discussed atisa 5.1, an imported object that has not
undergone any detectable material change camati# a considerably different
significance or purpose for the consuming socieantthe producing one. In the case
studies presented in the data chapters, it wasrkesh&ow specific contextual information
is often difficult to come by, further complicatigy attempts to posit hybrid practices.
The presence of hybrid objects may provide a sohadl to new, changing practices,
although they also may simply refer to developegé¢s. Neither interpretation, however,
is mutually exclusive: a change in taste can cdmevith a change in practice. Because the
contextual information is sketchy, however, somatioa must be exercised in not

assuming any wide, sweeping changes to the funegasf local communities.

The most intensive form of hybridisation involvée treation of hybrid identities:
when the mixings of materials, practices, and peopttually leads to a fundamental shift
in the way that consumers of such materials, anipeers of such practices, define
themselves. Such hybrid identities can refer taedeectors of identity, such as a
fundamental shift in the criteria for belongingato elite class, the behaviours associated
with a particular gender group, or attitudes towatt roles of persons belonging to
different age groups in any given society. More nwnly interpreted, however, especially
for colonial encounters or large scale demograghiits associated with migrations (i.e.
situations involving persistent co-presence) ishyleridisation of corporate identities: a
more encompassing definition change for societgirge, making them distinct from both
other neighbouring corporate groups, as well anfiite constituent populations which
‘created’ them (van Dommelen 2005: 117; Vives-Hadia 2010: 191).

For each of these scenarios, it becomes incregdilifficult archaeologically to
interpret processes of hybridisation in the certtatliterranean during the Middle and
Late Bronze Age. Hybrid productions (5.3.1) aratigkly straightforward to interpret, and
are often presaged by the ambiguity researchess fledtvover precise origins of influence.
Hybrid practices (5.3.2) are significantly morefidifllt, given our inability to directly
observe ancient societies, and the availabilityebéble contextual information.

Nevertheless, there is enough contextual datadjpgge possible adaptations in communal
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behaviours at Thapsos, and with new analyses eigiempottery at Cannatello in the
works, it may soon be possible to suggest hybrdtmes there as well. It is inappropriate,
however, to interpret hybridised identities (5.3rBpicily or Sardinia for the time period
under investigation. The intensive level of co-prese necessary to generate such
fundamental definition shifts is simply not evidémthe material record. This is perhaps
the greatest failing of the eastern Mediterraneaulguration framework: its insistence on
such a fundamental change to the consumers of Aege@ypriot materials, derived from
a small amount of data, and a lack of engagemehtlagal contexts and local value

systems.

The consumption of Barbie dolls in Mexico, outlinedChapter Two, is a much
better analogy for the effects of the object diaapapon central Mediterranean
communities during the MBA and LBA. The dolls therives are hybrid productions: they
physically reference North American Barbies, bunhdbimitate them. The social practices
associated with the Mexican Barbies also show abamation of North American-style
role-playing with the dolls, as well as the incaigtmn of these figures into fully
Mexican/Yucatan contexts, such as their use imgthece afioseremony (Macdougall
2003: 268-69). What Barbie dolls do not represeoiyever, is the Americanisation of the
girls who use them. In fact, with the incorporatartraditional, regional dress, and the
recognition of these dolls as emblems of traditidviexican womanhood (i.e. with a
stronger focus on the family and the maternal, rstdNorth American Barbie’s
representation of “liberated career woman” — Mac@di2003: 258), the appropriation of
Barbie into Yucatan society actually promotes hicalitional corporate definitions and

traditional gender role expectations.

5.3.1 Hybrid Production Methods

The first material expression argued here to bgbaidh production is the so-called Aegean
derivative pottery seen in the Thapsos facies. &uhils label may accurately reflect a
possible source of inspiration for such pots (feg8rl13), it also has the unfortunate,
acculturative insinuation of Sicilian society trgito be more Aegean. This is not an
incidental association: those promoting a Myceneadéion framework explicitly wish to
combine the idea of foreign influence in this dative ware with the transformative
effects of a Mycenaean presence in Sicily (Tan@8P251-52; D'Agata 2000: 62). In a
more neutral, descriptive analysis, this ware imgslthe incorporation of some formal
elements, basic overall shapes, or figural mogisved from imported pottery, but made

by hand, and finished with the decorative techrscaed typical dark colour that Sicilian
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consumers would have recognised as traditionaltfeproponents of acculturation, this
failure to reproduce Aegean-looking pottery acalyais due to a lack of technological
know-how, rather than any conscious rejections nigdecal potters (Tanasi 2005: 563).
This has also been interpreted as reflecting ardifft contact situation than the one in
southern Italy, where both derivatives and diregtations are known. In the latter region,
the presence of itinerant Aegean potters is inédgok, while in Sicily only Aegean traders
are proposed (Jones al.2005: 543). From this perspective it is the igmorof Sicilian
potters that is responsible for the derivative wace the need to accommodate local

consumers.

One hint that we are dealing with more than justightforward emulation or
influence, however, is the ambiguity noted in sahthe forms involved, and the specific
Aegean shapes implicated in their rendering. Farmgxe, D’Agata (2000: 73-76)
compared the two handled bowl (or cup) on raisese ba the LH 11IB shape FS 284, while
Alberti (2004: 132-33) felt a closer parallel coblel made to the Furumark 279 deep
rounded bowl with horizontal handles (see figue p. 234). Similarly, D’Agata (2000:

71) proposes both an Aegean and a Cypriot protdtypehe rendering of the derivative
tubular-spouted jug (see figure 5.6, p. 236). Rdlgas of which interpretation is more
‘correct,” such ambiguity exists because the Sinipots derived do not perfectly resemble
any eastern Mediterranean prototype. D’Agata (20dQ:hints at the active decisions

made by local Sicilian potters when she speakeim formal elements being

“translated” into the local ceramic vernacular. I$ao act of translation is here argued as a
negotiation between Sicilian producer and Sicitansumer, resulting in a hybrid object.
The practices associated with this bowl were cansidito be more appropriately
performed with materials that appeared to be fi@uit. This idea of a changing local

practice is investigated in 5.3.2 below.

The other feature interpreted as representing redeinfluence on Sicilian pottery
is incised figural decoration. Such decoration atgwesents hybrid production: a foreign
decorative idea (figural representation) translatea the traditional Sicilian finishing
technique of incision, instead of painting. Oneragbe of this intrusive technique is seen
on the back plate of the lebetiform pedestal basim Complex B (figure 5.3), which has
birds carved upon it (Voza 1973b: 141-42). As nmared in section 5.1.1, such figural
motifs are found on only six vessels at Thapsos fifay suggest a quick rejection of this

feature by local consumers, or it may simply rdftée limited exposure to such motifs on
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actual imports. It has been noted that the vasbritygjof Aegean pottery in the central
Mediterranean displayed abstract patterns, nobjédtrepresentations (Blake 2008: 9).

When moving to the LBA in Sicily, and the Pantalidarth style of pottery, further
shapes are argued to represent eastern Meditenranfeeences (Tanasi 2004: 338-41). As
wheelmade technology has now been transferredctly, She actual derivative shapes are

more similar to the proposed eastern prototypesaaslearly be seen when comparing

Figure 5.3: Bird motifs incised on a pedestal basin back p late found in Complex B at
Thapsos. (Voza 1973b: 143, fig. 5).

figure 3.13 to 3.17. The most glaring feature @St Pantalica North derivatives, however,
is the persistent resistance to painted finishes Would seem to challenge the idea that it
was a lack of technology transfer that preventedAViBiapsos potters from painting their
Aegean derivative pots: in the following period,emhcertain extra insular technologies
had been adopted (and | would argue that wheelihgpor shaping is a more difficult

skill to master than painting), there is still ansoious, active rejection of Aegean finishing
techniques. When painting does re-appear as aifgigechnique in Sicily during the
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Cassibile period, the plumed style motifs are aatifrom the Aeolian Islands and the

Italian mainland, not the Aegean.

Another ceramic production in the central Meditegan that is argued here to be a
hybrid practice is the manufacture of grey wardgrgtat Antigori. While the attempt at
manufacturing Aegean-looking pottery at the nuraghéd be plausibly interpreted as an
act of imitation (albeit an imperfect attempt),iheeems to be a different idea behind the
production of grey ware. It was argued in sectighbthat both the idea to produce
Aegean imitations and grey-finished pottery canaeas/connection with southern lItaly,
where these practices also existed, and that ffexatices in specific execution of either of
these wares between the Sardinian site and soutagriwvas directly related to the
identities of the potters. On the mainland it widlsez itinerant Aegean potters or Italian
potters trained by them who were responsible feretkecution of these wares. At Antigori,
it was local potters without first hand informatiabout proper production techniques, who
attempted to make such pottery with only the tetepdd finished imports to guide them.
The shapes associated with the grey ware pottekptagori, however, did not simply re-
produce imported shapes, but involved the prodoaidraditional, Nuragic pots in the
new grey finish. In this they approach the mainlprattice, where grey ware pottery was
fashioned into traditionalinpastoshapes, but used the wheel-shaping techniques of

imported and locally made Aegean wares.

Grey ware Nuragic

(7

A1 A2

B1 B2

Figure 5.4: Comparison of grey ware shapes from Antigori w ith traditional Nuragic pottery.
Al: grey ware conca bowl from Antigori, Tower F; A2 : Nuragic conca bowl from Antigori,
Tower F; B1: grey ware olla jar from Antigori, Towe  r F; B2: Nuragic olla jar from Antigori,
Tower F (After Campus and Leonelli 2000: plate 98: 2, 6; plate 322: 5, 15.)
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As mentioned in Chapter Four, it was originallyupbt that the grey ware shapes at
Antigori lay completely outside of traditional Sariin pottery (Ferrarese Ceruti 1985:
606). In section 5.2.1 it was mentioned how botar@ano and Smith drew parallels
between grey ware shapes at Antigori and thosgly [The most recent monograph on
Nuragic pottery (Campus and Leonelli 2000), howekas listed five examples of the
grey ware at Antigori that fall within local clafisations. These include different types of
bowl (concaandscodella—Campus and Leonelli 2000: 129, 184, 200), afalstyle
storage jars (Campus and Leonelli 2000: 500, 5049.grey wareoncabow! from
Antigori fits in quite closely with other Nuragixamples, including one from the same
context and stratum (Tower F, stratum 8) (figue B1-2). One of the greglla jars is
also well represented in the traditional Sardimgpertoire, and shares the same context
(Tower F) with a close parallel, although the Nucegherd comes from a lower stratum (9
versus 8) (figure 5.4: B1-2). Another grela sherd, however, is not particularly close to
the Nuragic pots in its class. At the least, just as close to the Italiampastoand grey

ware examples Giardino (1995: 45, fig. 20: 8, 1, dses as comparanda.

Again, the ambiguity over whether grey ware shage®ntigori should be
considered traditional or foreign represents trat findication that we may be dealing with
a hybrid form. The uncertainty over whether thess gpots were wheelmade (Giardino
1995: 44), or handmade (Smith 1987: 99) may inditlaat we are dealing with both
Italian grey ware imports made on a slow wheelyals as handmade local products.
Petrographic and chemical analysis of four greyevshrerds resulted in two being
interpreted as local (samples 70, 72) and twodbakd not be assigned a provenance (69,
71) (Jones and Day 1987: 268, tab. 14.2). Theta lato sherds (from Tower F and
Rooma) could be Italian imports. Like at Thapsos, thet that the potters at Antigori did
not only attempt imitations of the Italian grey wahapes, but seem to have given some
traditional, local shapes this grey finish, spealfdsoth appropriation and adaptation of the
grey ware technigue. While | argued that the Thagsivative pots might reflect a
consumer desire to have foreign features appeal, ibcs more difficult to suggest what
kind of motivations or negotiations are taking pld@tween producers and consumers at
Antigori, as the grey finish would have looked normlocal than the imported Aegean
ware. It may have been simply a matter of tastey #ppreciated the grey finish when it

was applied to foreign shapes, and decided to gniptm Nuragic pottery.

Just as exposure to foreign ceramics led to ladabtations, cultural encounters in

Sicily may also have led to experimentations wittrainsular ideas about the
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organisation of space, and the physical desigmuitdings. This finds its clearest
expression in the central habitation zone complexdhapsos. While these are typically
represented as an indication of the acculturatid@i@lian society by Aegean or Cypriot
agents, when looking at the specific executiorhege buildings it is clear that local
practices and needs were still very much in thedsf those who designed and built
them. The arguments which attempt to categoriset¢hapational phases represented by
the central complexes as an instance of easteritéfieshean inspired proto-urbanisation
(Tusa 1999b: 176, 179; Voza 1985: 550) tend taabieer vague, and downplay the
inherent organisation of the earlier compound sysi&hile there has been a lively debate
regarding what should be considered the archaew@bgorrelates of urbanisation, there is
a growing consensus that physical manifestatiamnsh(gs the spatial organisation of a site)
are less important than the variety of functioret thtown performs (Osborne 2005: 2).
Thapsos, as a representation of only ‘proto’-urbation rather than ‘full’ urbanisation, is
under no obligation, therefore, to represent aetyief functions to satisfy this rather loose
category. | would suggest, however, that the redoigation of the site into these central
complexes speaks less of a site becoming more uain@more of a site becoming more
centrally controlled and administrated (Morris 199@). The question of why it is
important to classify Thapsos as proto-urban fos¢hwho promote the Mycenaean

acculturation interpretation is examined in thafichapter.

It is certainly true that the groundplans of compiA, B, and C are dramatically
different from the northern habitation compoundshe buildings of any other
contemporary settlements in Sicily. As Thapsosharour site, with plenty of
supplementary evidence for contact with the widexdierranean world, an argument that
foreign inspiration is responsible for the new dass worth considering. To assume that
they were built because the community at Thapsogetico appear more Aegean or
Cypriot, however, is overly simplistic, and ignotée local features in their construction,
as well as local motivations for the innovation,iethhave nothing to do with
acculturation to Mycenaean or Cypriot norms oruas. While the plans seem vaguely
foreign (an ambiguity that once again brings hyisaton into the interpretive process),
the construction techniques used to realise thieses pvere local. Militello (2004a: 318)
outlines several traditionally Sicilian featuresttoé complexes, such as the use of a double
facing of small stones, interior benches that réderhose seen in the northern habitation

zone huts, the presence of central hearths, and stgpports for timber posts.
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One problem with reading too much foreign inspaatinto the execution of the
central complexes is the partial material recoxived: we are only comparing vaguely
similar building foundations, and know nothing abtheir superstructures, which would
have been their most visible and conspicuous feafurere is no way of knowing if the
finished complexes would have looked similar toA@gean or Cypriot building, or were
plastered, roofed, and otherwise decorated in angrahat appeared Sicilian, in the same
way that Aegean derivative pottery looks like Thaptacies ware, despite the novelty of
their shapes. It is still possible to discuss ektgalar ideas about the organisation of space
(e.g. the presence of a paved central courtyadiaag activities associated with this
space), although even in this local concessione baen made. Complex A incorporated a
(presumably older) circular hut (figure 3.35: ggid not replace it. Any extra-insular ideas
about the organisation of these spaces, whosedascire still uncertain, were still
filtered through local needs (as represented bydnéinuity of the circular hut's
involvement), local construction techniques, andemals available. Categorising these
complexes as hybrid Sicilian buildings, therefasea more reasonable interpretation given
the ambiguity of the specific source of influenttes persistence of local practices in their
design and execution, and our present ignoranteedaictual appearance of these

structures in elevation.

In the narrative of Aegean acculturation, the carabon of foreign and local
features in these complexes has specific idemtipfications: these buildings are said to
have been planned by Aegean architects, but catsttiy Sicilian builders (Tomasello
2004: 206; Militello 2004a: 318). There are severablems with this rather expansive
interpretation. To begin with, as mentioned in mecb.2, the actual presence of Aegean or
Cypriot peoples at Thapsos, be they merchantegotir architects, has not been
demonstrated. The spread of foreign materials afhgeinces can and did occur
independently of the people associated with theatifes. How can we determine if the
central complexes were planned by a foreign archite simply based on observations by
mobile Sicilian agents in the eastern Mediterrarmagisewhere? Secondly, while the
complexes may represent a new organisational tHeg,are still not complicated
structures, and are remarkably simple when platm®taide the town plans of the eastern
Mediterranean sites to which they are commonly amex (figure 3.25). The actual need
for any ‘specialist’ architect, therefore, is necessary. Even if we accept Tomasello’s
(2004: 199) hypothetical division of the centrabitation zone into discrete insulae (figure
3.36), this overall plan is still not rigidly symmnieal or orthogonal, and actually seem

quite similar in concept to the northern habitattome compounds, which in Alberti’'s
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(2007: 373) occupational scheme, were still inatsthe time. The assumption of a foreign
architect planning the central complexes at Thasoevitably a colonialisex Oriente
lux interpretation, where the backward locals of Thapsguire the direct instruction of

more advanced eastern artisans.

The assumption of Aegean presence and agencyisraght up with regard to the
Anaktoron at Pantalica. Here, however, the integti@n of foreign agency is extended to
both plan and execution (Tomasello 2004: 208). idea of Aegean presence fits in
comfortably with Bernabo Brea’s (1957: 162-63) lestgnding idea that the building
represented some Aegean-style princely palacethenidbel Anaktoron was given to
establish a Mycenaean ruler connection (i.e. hotifgewanaxXanay. It was mentioned in
Chapter Three, however, that regardless of theitgEnof the builders or users of this
building, its grandiose nature has been seriousdggerated. Furthermore, assuming
Aegean agents in both its plan and constructios bieg question: to what end? While
Thapsos is conveniently placed on the coast, arydwed have had foreign ships and
peoples visit from time to time, this seems aneaagrely unlikely scenario for an interior
necropolis like Pantalica. The argument that anedegunit of measure can be seen in the
Anaktoron’s dimensions (Tomasello 1996: 1599-1682inconvincing, and is reminiscent
of other erroneous construction attributions irs®ry, such as Inigo Jones’ claim that
Stonehenge was a Roman building based on Tuscaortions (Darvill 2007), or that it

betrayed Mycenaean architectural influences (Hgrd®s4: 8).

While it might be tempting to analyse the so-catlealostombs as hybrid Aegean-
Sicilian forms, it seems much more likely that tlaeg essentially Sicilian, reflecting a
long developing local tradition of rock-cut tombnstruction. Like the Anaktoron, the
interior location of most of these tombs makesdinect presence of foreign tomb builders
unlikely. Moreover, the rather loose nature ofdleéining features of théholoscategory,
and the great variety of forms this tomb type takesxecution, both in Sicily and the
Aegean, would seem to challenge its usefulnesshssification. Leighton’s (1999: 168)
comments that the common features of both Sicédiath Aegean tombs could point to
convergent funerary ideologies between these regishile a more measured approach to
the data than simply assuming a foreign-adopte@biype, are still too accepting of
foreign influence. Those who see a clear Aegegirgason in Siciliantholostombs tend
to ignore the question of why MBA Sicilian sociatiwould want to emulate the burial
practices of their trading partners, or converselyy foreign traders would encourage

such a practice. Despite Leighton’s suggestionddeper ideological exchange, it is clear
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that many of the interior areas whéhnelostombs are found would have had little direct
contact with extra-insular peoples. Daniel (1948-:4%), in his early study of the spread of
monumental tombs throughout the Mediterraneanaddtess the question of why
indigenous communities would wish to emulate theadbypractices of those with whom
they had exchange relationships, and concludedstitdt sporadic, commercial
relationships were insufficient to produce charigesuch a culturally important practice.
While he hypothesised that the spread of monumémtatbs must therefore indicate the
colonisation of foreign tomb builders (Daniel 1948-49), such an interpretation is not

supported by the evidence in Sicily.

Instead, as stated aboteglostombs are likely a local feature of Sicilian MBA
society. As Whitehouse (1972: 276) commented feaades ago, the chronology better
supports the rock-cut tomb (of any kind) as a @éémitediterranean tradition, and Albanese
Procelli’s (2003b: 57) suggestion that developmmgl designs reflect changes in the
design of domestic architecture seems a more |g@iyario. More fruitful areas of
discussion for assessing foreign influence in bymactices could be the LBA adoption of
cremations in jars, or the (possibly also LBA) arstes of jar inhumations seen at Thapsos.
These two burial types were completely new, howemed not really candidates for a
discussion of hybrid practice. The only other se®hyi non-native practice is the instance
of a trench containing four skeletons dug intoftber of the Tomb 29 at Thapsos (Orsi
1895: 116). The rarity of this occurrence, howewaad its presence on the coast, in a site
with ample evidence for extra-insular contact, raegually signify the burial of non-

Sicilian peoples rather than any local, hybrid fang practice.

It is surprisingly difficult to analyse bronze obie and metallurgical activities from
a hybridisation point of view, because contact,esxpentation, and the mixing of forms
seem to be the natural state of the productionrcandumption of metals in the Middle and
Late Bronze Age. As Harding (1984: 44) noted, mafighe regions where advanced
bronze production occurred in Europe were not oiohsin ore sources. For these regions,
involvement in metallurgy meant involvement in mapinetworks, where objects,
technologies, and perhaps metal smiths circuldteslich an environment, the difficulty is
not in seeing any foreign influence, but in deterimy what features should be considered

local and traditional, and what foreign and innoxat

For example, it was noted in Chapter Three howli&itand mainland Italian bronze
work was so similar that making the distinctionvibeén a local Sicilian object and an

Italian import is impossible for certain forms. $taimilarity also makes it difficult to
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interpret Sicilian-Italian hybrid forms: while cadt and an exchange of technologies is
certain to have existed, and could well have predutybrid practices, the finished
products do not allow us to disentangle traditidiallian features from traditional Italian
ones. It is relatively straightforward to see b8tbilian and eastern Mediterranean features
in the Aegean derivative pottery at Thapsos, bexausare dealing with two quite distinct
pottery traditions. We are also dealing with antmtre evidence: there are thousands of
known sherds of Thapsos facies pottery, and muaie mioLate Helladic pottery, and the
developments in these two independent traditions baen well charted archaeologically.
With finished bronzes the data are significanthgemscribed, and the origins of particular
forms often ambiguous. This can be seen in theitelogy employed for bronze
typologies, such as the Thapsos-Pertosa sword @uofy 130), which incorporates both a
Sicilian and a mainland Italian site in its lab@kiddress the ambiguity over precise

origins.

5.3.2 Hybrid Practices (Usage)

While hybrid productions are the easiest to idgntifarchaeology, in isolation they are the
least significant form of cultural mixing. Whilequucing new objects by drawing on both
local and foreign materials and technologies ihénstrictest sense a hybrid ‘practice,’ this
term more properly refers to how new forms (hybodsmports) are incorporated into the
social life of the community after production; ither words, the activities that involve
material culture. To consider only hybrid objeatsl @ot any associated practices “would
not only be artificial but also, and more importgnbeside the point” (van Dommelen and
Rowlands forthcoming). In other words, there iadto go beyond hybridisation as a
descriptive tool for specific objects, and recogriise possible deeper implications that
mixed objects or imports have on social practicgoridl practices add weight to any
notion of the impact of cultural encounters; whestricted to analysing new objects in
isolation, the interpretation cannot move muchhertthan a discussion of developing
tastes. Interpreting a hybrid practice in the agcihagical record, however, is not as
straightforward as identifying a hybrid object:raentioned in the introduction to this
section, we must rely on context, or the mateyialftthe objects themselves, in order to
posit possible mixed practices. As contexts forpdus, Cannatello, and Antigori are only
cursorily published, and there was no sustainepresence of foreigners and locals at
these sites, any proposed hybrid practice shoutmbhsidered localised, tentative, and

limited. This is counter-intuitive to the Aegearcakuration model, where such contacts
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are portrayed as physical and intense, and thegeharsocial practices, and even social

structures, are considered to be broad, certathsigmificant.

One clue that there may be a hybrid activity indhehaeological record is the
existence of a hybrid product, such as those déstliabove. Such material mixings could
suggest a change in use, particularly if the adiaptés thought to have been stimulated
via outside contacts. At the very least, suggedtiege is no new practice demands the
explanation of why a hybrid object was necessathénfirst place (i.e. why a traditional
object was no longer sufficient to perform a comtins practice). While a simple aesthetic
change may only refer to dynamic tastes, this do¢secessarily preclude the possibility

of a new, mixed practice as well.

My first proposal for a hybrid practice is the w§eAegean derivative ware at
Thapsos. Contextually, these objects are largelgdan the tombs, although there are at
least two examples from the settlements as weldBXa 2000: 73; Voza 1973b: 141).

Figure 5.5: Comparison of Aegean shapes and Thapsos deriva  tives. A: Deep bowl FS 284
from Perseia; B: Furumark 279 deep bowl from Tomb D, Thapsos; C: derivative two-handled
cups or bowls from Thapsos, tombs 38, 6, and 1. (Af  ter Mountjoy 1999: 151, fig. 39: 296;
Voza 1973a: pl. VI: 84; Orsi 1895: pl. IV: 2, 10 an dV:5.)

Particularly prominent in the burials are the twantlled cup or small bowl, which is found
in eight tombs (Vianello 2005: 163, 203-204; Vo2d 3a: 42-43; Alberti 2002: 175), and
the globular jug with tubular spout found in sixriies (Vianello 2005: 163; D'Agata 2000:

71). Both can be plausibly related to an Aegeapehiaut also involve critical choices
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made by the local potter, which may indicate thapdation of form to suit local practices,

or changes in these practices themselves.

The two-handled cup or bowl (figure 5.5: C) hasrbeempared to the Mycenaean
deep bowl (FS 284) (figure 5.5: A) by D’Agata (2003, 75), and to the deep bowl with
horizontal handles (Furumark 279) by Alberti (20082-33), an example of which was
found in Tomb D at Thapsos (figure 5.5: B) (Voz&348: 36). FS 284 does not offer a
particularly close shape comparison, and Albestiiggestion seems more likely on formal
grounds, to say nothing of the physical presendeuaiimark 279 at Thapsos. In either
case, however, the Sicilian potter has create@pesthat is distinct, with handles that are
much more abbreviated, and a more pronounced edliam. The most significant
difference, however, is in size. FS 284 rangesiglht from 9.9 — 15.7cm, and in diameter
from 14.9 — 21.4cm (Mountjoy 1999: 128, 143, 190)e Furumark 279 deep bowl from
Tomb D measures 11.8cm in height and 18.5cm in eliean{Voza 1973a: 36). The
derivative Thapsos shapes are slightly shortegimgnfrom 9 — 10cm, and significantly
narrower, with a typical diameter of 10 — 11cm.sTéxplains the ambiguity over whether
the vessel should be considered a cup or small.béovla (1973a: 42) refers to the
example from Tomb Al as a cup, while Orsi (1895:23) called the pots from Tomb 1
and Tomb 3®lletta (i.e. small, open-mouthed jars). Such ambiguitreslassification may
be related to the function of these vessels. Thigatere cups seem small enough to have
been held in the hand, for personal consumptigroaring, while the Aegean shapes are
too large. Consumers at Thapsos may have apprédr@eshape of the deep bowl, but
found that it did not comfortably fit into the ti&idnal funeral ceremony. The smaller
derivative cup or bowl, however, is much closethi size of the traditional dipper cup,

part of a funeral ‘set’ found frequently in Sicilidombs (Maniscalco 1999).

It is possible, therefore, to suggest that suchpavweas used in a similar fashion to the
traditional dipper cup. As they lacked the dippéwsping vertical handles, however, these
two-handled cups would not have been useful indgdbut any liquids from a pedestal
basin. The derivative cups would either have rexguihe dipper cups to act as ladles to fill
them, or they should be associated with a poutiggrjstead of a basin (see below).
Although the association of objects in particutanbs is a difficult task in Thapsos due to
the selective publication of finds (especially lbgattery), from Orsi’s (1895) report we
can see that in four of eight contexts where ahanedled cup was found, a traditional
dipper cup was also recovered. This could suggest sbjects were used together,

although in a multiple-burial context this is na&cessarily the case. It does seem to
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indicate that these two-handled cups did not repthe dippers, even if funerary practice
was somewhat altered to accommodate them. In ther durial contexts where two-
handled cups have been found there was a pourgngijft incised birds (Tomb 10), and a
derivative tubular-spouted jug (Tomb D), both ofiethcould have functioned in

conjunction with these two-handled cups, and elatéd the need for a dipper.

The tubular-spouted jug derivative (figure 5.6:pk¢sents another interesting
instance of appropriation and adaptation, whichhinigntatively indicate a change in
funeral practices. D’Agata (2000: 71-73) compahesdix Thapsos derivatives to both
Late Helladic and Cypriot White Painted ‘feedindttes’ (figure 5.6: C-D). While the
narrow spout does seem to indicate a certain fosin@larity to these eastern
Mediterranean pots, the globular body can be dyreetated to traditional Thapsos jugs
(figure 5.6: B). Alberti (2005: 345-46) has positedt these Thapsos jugs are themselves

Figure 5.6: Tubular-spouted jars from Thapsos and potentia | sources of influence. A:
derivative jars from Thapsos, tombs D and 17; B: tr  aditional Thapsos jug from Tomb 22; C:
Cypriot feeding bottle; D: Mycenaean feeding bottle s FS 160 from Mycenae and Argos, with
parallel and perpendicular bridge handles. (After M arazzi and Tusa 2001: 168; Orsi 1895: pl.
IV: 11, 18; D'Agata 2000: 72, fig 4: 7; Mountjoy 19 99: 123, fig. 27: 181, 184.)

derived from Cypriot Proto Base Ring and Black Sliprototypes. This seems unlikely,
however, as the only Cypriot jugs recovered froraddos are Base Ring Il and White

Shaved varieties, which are not particularly clwsthe Thapsos shapes. Furthermore, jugs
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with long necks and vertical handles attached éoneck and body are known in Sicily
from the EBA (e.g. Tusa 1999a: 410-11, figs. 55-5@) the analysis that follows, it is the
spout that is considered to be the intrusive featoithe Thapsos repertoire.

Most of the Thapsos tubular-spouted jugs have tiadles placed vertically from
the neck or rim to the mid-body of the vesselssTfisomewhat similar to the Cypriot
feeding bottles (although those handles tend tmde abbreviated), but quite distinct
from the Aegean examples (FS 160) which have ‘lefiti@ndles astride the mouth of the
jugs. The most significant way that Thapsos potterge deviated from any feeding bottle
prototype, however, is in the placement of the sjiealf. All of the prototypes that
D’Agata illustrates (2000: 72, fig 4.4-8) have gpout placed on the body directly
opposite the handles, or in line with them in theecof the basket-handled jugs. The
Thapsos derivatives, however, have the spouts ghiaican oblique angle to their vertical
handles. Alberti (2002: 126) cites FS 160 feediaglés with perpendicular spouts as
possible influences (figure 5.6: D, right), althbugpne have been found in Thapsos, and
only two examples are known in the Aegean (Mounfj®99: 122), which is four fewer
than the amount of tubular-spouted jars recoven@d fThapsos alone. In fact, no feeding
bottles of any type have been found in Sicily, nieguhat if the Thapsos potters have
based their derivative jug on these eastern Meditean shapes either the prototypes have
not survived in a Sicilian context, or the potteesre exposed to them elsewhere. Two
stirrup jars have been found in the tombs at Thgpsbich also have spouts projecting
from the body of the vessel (albeit higher up anghoulders). It is possible, therefore, that
local potters were influenced by their exposurthase stirrup jars when designing the
tubular-spouted jugs. The stirrup spouts are satpa@rpendicular angle to their double-
looped handles (e.g. Orsi 1895: 129, fig. 42), apshanother clue that these are the

appropriate inspiration for the Thapsos derivatives

If these Thapsos jugs were derived from a feedottieoprototype, then the
placement of the spout at an oblique angle wouddtate that we have moved beyond the
appropriation of an extra-insular feature, and @btfthave a functional adaptation. This
placement would seem to make pouring more diffi@lthough the narrower spout would
have produced a tighter, more controllable strézan the traditional long-necked jugs.
Controlled pouring is also considered to be a beokthe stirrup jars (Vianello 2005: 33),
although these are more generally classified aagtorather than serving vessels (van
Wijngaarden 2002: 15). This ability to have a mim@ussed, steady pour may reflect a

developing funerary practice. As with the two-haudtups, associated materials are
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poorly published for the six tombs that have preduthese tubular-spouted jugs; three of
the tombs (7, 17, 27), however, also had high-bb&sins (two over a metre high), which
could be used in conjunction with the jugs for s@osd of hand-washing/ablution
activities. This might suggest a new feature offtheeral ritual at Thapsos (and one not
related to the Aegean use of stirrup jars). In Te¥@pthe spouted jug was found in context
with a traditional Thapsos jug, which could inde#tese derivatives were intended to

augment traditional funeral practices, rather ttegohlace them.

Of course, a hybrid object does not need to invalvew, hybrid practice. This
appears to be the case for the production of gaag wottery at Antigori. The shapes
produced in grey finish, as mentioned above, wangely standard Nuragic ones, and
appeared in close context with more traditionalyshed pots in Tower F. This would
seem to indicate a continuity of practice, and wadrtainly refute any notion that grey
wares were replacing Nuragic pottery. The greyshiniwhich does not change the physical
functioning of the pots upon which it is used, nragvitably have been an aesthetic
choice, reflecting a new taste in dining wares mtiglori. Interestingly, this Italian practice
of creating a grey-burnished finish lasts slightlyger than the use of Aegean-looking
pottery at the site, perhaps another subtle claedinect contact was with the Italian
mainland, and not Aegean agents. It is actuallymmaore difficult to suggest any hybrid
practices in Sardinia in the LBA, particularly orikat could have been inspired by contact
with the eastern Mediterranean. This is geograifitagical, of course, as Sardinia is
more isolated from the eastern Mediterranean thgly SThere could be significant
hybrid practices related to the use and incorpmmadf new metal forms in Sardinia, but
just as the interpretation of hybrid productiondainze objects is difficult, so too hybrid
practices. How do we disentangle the ‘local’ frdra tforeign’ when the mix of styles,

techniques, and objects is fairly ubiquitous?

A second proposal for hybrid practice also comemfirhapsos, and is hinted at by
the radical new design represented by the cerataitdtion area complexes. Given the
significant difference between these complexesthadorthern habitation zone
compounds, a possible mix of practices and ideastahe organisation of space could be
interpreted. While the specific functions performedhe complexes are uncertain, their
material features make it possible to suggest fonat capabilities. For example, the
overall size of these complexes is greater thardhgoounds, and the individual
architectural components are significantly larddre largest rectangular building in the

northern habitation zone has approximately 48hinterior space. The complexes,
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however, have much larger architectural units bilggest in Complex A having an interior
area of approximately 180miThis is Room A (figure 3.35), which is very signilin
dimension to the three other rooms that lie alonthé same axis to the southwest. These
greater dimensions could mean increased storageitafand pithos fragments have been
found in the complexes —Albanese Procelli 20035),10r, for rooms with benches along

the walls, the participation of more individualsainy activities situated there.

These changes might speak more of an intensifitafidraditional practices,
however, not necessarily hybrid ones. If we folliln suggestion that the complexes
represented a more formal space for interactiotts aitsiders (Doonan 2001: 179-80),
there may be room for positing extra-insular insfn in the re-organisation of such
spaces. This is not to suggest that we shoulddierig for close formal comparanda for
the central complexes, which have not found angensus (e.g. figure 3.25), and are
based on a presumption of Aegean architects preBeatreason a close parallel cannot be
found is that one does not exist: the structur@hapsos were purpose-built to satisfy the
specific local needs of the community. They wereaamstructed to an Aegean-imposed
pre-existing plan, relying on foreign units of mesescontraTomasello 1996: 1599-

1602). Instead, the idea of a more structured, &1tooking space may have grown out of
common responses to port situations, and informatimred among people involved in
overseas exchanges. From such a perspectivendt eppropriate to speak of Sicilian-
Mycenaean or Sicilian-Cypriot mixings, but of Mextitanean maritime ones. It is the
abstract idea that a more formal setting might eraxge ships to your harbour, perhaps
away from other competing ones, and of being, deréain extent, accommodating to the
needs and expectations of seafaring merchantshwhéy have inspired the construction
of the central complexes. In such an interpretaiias possible to suggest the existence of

mixed practices in such spaces.

At Kommos in southern Crete, a harbour that wasesoporary with Thapsos, and
not too dissimilar in size, there is a similar fadisation of buildings seen in the LBA. The
Middle Minoan site was expanded to include six lomgrow buildings, which were open
at the sea-facing end, and interpreted as shipsqI$thw 2006: 39). These sheds were an
appropriate response to the needs of shipping airk@s: a more permanent, secure, and
sheltered construction for a site whose beaches @sgosed to the open ocean. At
Thapsos, with its two natural harbours, such adingl would be unnecessary. Instead, the
complexes are more conveniently placed closerdaahiores of these harbours, especially

the much larger southern one, which would be ustfuich buildings were involved in the
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(more secured?) storage of goods coming off thesglais the presence of Maltese pottery
in complexes A and C might indicate), as well deriacting with outsiders in a more
formal setting. The northern habitation zone is fi@heved to have been continuously
inhabited even after the construction of the comgaeg Alberti 2007: 369), and the
compounds in the northern zone more plausibly pmeted as ‘domestic’ spaces (i.e. in
that they look more like traditional Sicilian aneintral Mediterranean settlements). The
separation between these two areas at Thapsosfdiegrmay have satisfied a local need

for privacy, and the needs of both the residentdsautsiders for greater formality.

The presence of the lebetiform pedestal basin witised bird motifs in Complex B
may have been and ideological tool in any negotiatiwith foreign merchants. On the one
hand, it showed a community that was open to cograad willing to experiment, while on
the other, it emphasised the centrality and impeagaof local customs, perhaps even
inviting outsiders to take part in them. In thisse, the mixed practice may have involved
mixed participants. The new design of the compleRemselves could have conveyed a
similar message of a community that was progresaineaccommodating, while the
traditional building techniques (and perhaps traddél superstructures or methods of
roofing) still stressed the continuity and domiran¢ the communal identity. Far from any
message of being more ‘Mycenaean,” which was likkefgeaningless concept to both
locals and foreigners, the execution of these aéntmplexes, as with the assemblages in
the tombs, expressed both the openness and stabiitcommunity involved in maritime

exchange.

5.3.3 Hybrid Identities

If the eastern Mediterranean acculturation modep#$t insisted that contact with the
Aegean or Cypriot worlds led to new material expi@ss, and in some specific instances,
perhaps a new way of doing things for central Meditnean societies, then it would be
relatively unassailable. Indeed, this is fundamigntehat is promoted in the consumption
and hybridisation interpretations advocated hdbgitawithout any insistence of direct,
physical contact in every situation. The ‘Mycenasation’ interpretation, however, does
not stop at describing value-neutral material cleanthere is an unequivocal insistence
upon the superiority of foreign materials, and kelb¢hat the impact such contacts have
are profound. Its proponents feel no need to adduby local communities would want to
become more Aegean or Cypriot: the desirabilitthele superior foreign materials and
practices is thought to have been self-evideniditighs and Sardinians. Any material

changes, therefore, have implications for how déarcommunities defined themselves. In



253

Sicily, for example, such changes have been irggzdrin “every feature of indigenous
material culture,” to the extent that when contaith the east subsides it leaves a “cultural
void” (Tanasi 2009: 51, 53), almost as if thereeveo traditional materials or practices for
these communities to fall back on. In reality, oficse, there is ample material continuity
in the archaeological assemblages of sites likgp3bs or Antigori, even if such traditional

features tend to be under-reported.

Fundamental shifts in corporate identity are nohiewn occurrences, and would
have required a more intense level of co-presdrae ¢ould plausibly be reconstructed
from the local assemblages in Thapsos, AntigorCamnnatello. All other sites in Sicily
and Sardinia where eastern Mediterranean goodshearerecovered — and unlike the
above mentioned sites, found in very small amouratee not distinct in any way from
contemporary sites that lack foreign objects. T¥osild seem to indicate that the
consumption of small amounts of foreign materiad b rather circumscribed impact on
such communities. More discrete social identitytves; like class, gender, age, or
occupation, can also be resistant to significaiftssim definition. While it could be argued
that the consumption of foreign exotica as gravedgat a site like Thapsos has identity
implications, reflecting the deceased’s accessith snaterials, this may only be a small
aspect of an occupational identity (i.e. someorelued in maritime exchanges), or a
class distinction (i.e. someone with enough welthcquire such rare objects), rather than

any wide sweeping notion of being more Mycenaean.

If there is a corporate identity implication thaihcbe read into the extra-insular
connections seen in the central Mediterranean uldvargue that it is one that actually
more strongly emphasises the local identities efdbnsumers. As mentioned in Chapter
Two, when foreign objects move beyond the circatatf their producing society, they no
longer “substantiate” the culture in which they fimend (Howes 1996: 2). Thus, having
access to objects from the Aegean, Cyprus, or Milés not make the consumers of
Thapsos more Aegean, Cypriot, or Maltese, althaugtay be a way of making them
distinct from competing Sicilian communities. Moveo, a hybrid production like Aegean-
derivative ware did not make the community of Thepsiore Aegean: in the conscious,
deliberate rejection of the most overt feature atel Helladic ware (i.e. painted finish), and
the naturalisation of the finish to look traditidigeSicilian, the identity being stressed is
actually the local one. These pots, despite amaearsular influences appropriated in their
manufacture, have become Sicilian, in the sametheatythe use of Barbie in the Yucatan

peninsula promotes traditional Mexican values omanhood and the family. If the
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community of Thapsos simply wanted to acculturata nore Aegean way of life, they
could have produced direct imitations of the La&dl&tlic imports to which they were
exposed. In fact, a local identity is stressed neoresciously in the production and use of
so-called Aegean derivative ware than if Thapsosomers simply used local pottery:
active, deliberate compensations have occurredateeroertain that these objects are

regarded as local.

In Antigori direct imitation of Aegean pottery watempted, although in a
completely Nuragic context, and it does not seelbetthe case that the elites of Antigori
intended to make themselves more Mycenaean, atitiddrat almost certainly would
have been meaningless to them. Such local produsfieaks more of a taste for such
pottery at Antigori — and perhaps in its immedeteirons (as locally produced Aegean
ware at nearby Nuraghe Domu ‘e S’Orku might indi¢at and the fact that it was not
sufficiently available through exchange. Furtherenpats contextual association with local
and grey ware dining and serving shapes would $eendicate that such imports and
imitations were incorporated into traditional preet The appropriation of Aegean pottery
is clearly seen in the repair of an Aegean krateing a lead strip (Ferrarese Ceruti 1985:
609). In this instance a broken, but still valubgeat is treated in exactly the same manner
as a broken Nuragic vessel would have been. WhenHelladic imports ceased arriving
to Antigori, the practice of imitating them alsogped: they were no longer relevant
emblems of the exotic, and the desire to contirsileguthem (i.e. the taste for such pottery)

dissipated, making the need to produce local capiésndant.

It is clear, therefore, that while hybrid producisocan be plausibly interpreted in the
archaeological record of the Sicily and Sardini¢him MBA and LBA, and discrete hybrid
practices more tentatively proposed, it is compjateppropriate to speak of hybrid
identities (corporate or social) for these socgeliased on the amount and types of contact
that existed. For such fundamental shifts to odfiare would need to be the significant,
persistent co-presence of islanders and newcombose more daily interactions could
produce the ‘third space’ where such hybrid groangsencountered. In Sardinia this does
not happen until the®Imillennium BC colonial movements associated whig t
Phoenicians, while in Sicily such a process mayehitsvorigins in the movements of
Italian peninsular peoples into the northeast efistand at the end of the LBA, but cannot
be plausibly reconstructed archaeologically uht# ron Age (Albanese Procelli 2003b:
23).
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The analyses provided in this chapter has showtriritezpreting foreign materials
and influences from a local, consumption-based pa@nt leads to markedly different
conclusions about the cultural encounter thesectbjepresent. Rather than a unified
narrative of Aegean or Cypriot activity in the cahMediterranean, motivated by the
desire to access raw materials, and leading toemye#@n-acculturated society, the data
actually seem to indicate different responseseaamtiject diasporas, and dynamic local
motivations for contact. The agents involved indisribution of exotica were diverse,
and exchanges happened at different scales, withdastance, directed shipping likely
representing a minor practice. While it is inappiate to speak of the Mycenaean
assimilation or acculturation of local communitieghe central Mediterranean, foreign
objects and ideas still had the potential to infeeediscrete material practices in Sicily and
Sardinia, such as the proposed hybrid productisted above. In the final chapter some
conclusions are drawn about the cultural encoutib@tsexisted in the Middle and Late
Bronze Age central Mediterranean, and a brief disitun of the types of discourse that
allow scholars to maintain the concept of Mycena@a@ypriot acculturation, a

framework that still dominates the characterisatbthese encounters.



6 Conclusions

Now that some of the benefits of interpreting catencounters through the lens of local
contexts and local systems of meaning have bagsir#ited, this study concludes with an
examination of the types of discourse used by tiddse maintain the central importance

of eastern Mediterranean presence and influen8eity and Sardinia. These discourses
tend to create an impression of significant Aegeagastern Mediterranean features where
they do not exist archaeologically, and report scibye interpretations of culture contact
as if they were established or unchallenged f&atowing this assessment, | propose a
more general and inclusive synthesis of culturdgasdrfor Sicily and Sardinia in turn,
characterising such contacts from the dominant kemige. Finally, some areas of fruitful

future study are proposed.

6.1 Discourses of Aegean-ness and Certainty

Throughout this study | have referred to the tiadal Aegeanocentric view of cultural
encounters in Sicily, and to the assumed Cyprigiaict in Sardinia, and shown that there
has been little attempt to draw a distinction bemvehe presence of foreign objects and the
presence of foreign agents. | also noted how ttknation to promote the primacy of
eastern Mediterranean societies developed outlohiadist biases and diffusionist models
that fall under the rubric a#x Oriente luxWhat may still need consideration is how this
excessive insistence upon the Mycenaeanisatioich§,Sr the Cypriot impact in
Sardinia, has been maintained in the face of sierhadl amount of evidence to support it.
When looking at the corpus of scholarship chargtterof the eastern Mediterranean
acculturation camp, two features stand out: (1ftbguent use of terminology that makes
many local features appear ‘Greek,’” and (2) howrprietations of presence and influence

are expressed as certainties.

The use of Greek terms is ubiquitous in Meditezeanarchaeology, and its
application in certain contexts, such as labelpptery shapes, is more a matter of
convenience than any implication of Aegean inflerdence, it is not troubling to see
references to amphorae, kraters, pyxides, and vdssels: these labels only vaguely
suggest common formal elements, and are more tipicsed to indicate common
functions like storage, transportation, or dinilngthe representation of central
Mediterranean cultural encounters, however, theoigeegean terminology goes beyond

such common usage, and often has specific imphieatof influencetholostombs and
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tholosnuraghi;dromosentrances; megaron temples; Anaktoron (i.e. hotifge wanay);

and hecatomb votive deposits. All of these haven lagyplied to Sicilian or Sardinian
features to create a greater impression of theepoesof Mycenaean or other eastern
agents, and the pervasive influences they repredent of these features, however, has
been convincingly argued to represent actual Aegespired developments in the material
culture of these islands. Even in the case of eecdAegean-derivative’ pottery from
eastern Sicily, the label expressly highlights‘thegean-ness’ of this ware. While the
interpretation of influence may be warranted — #nslis itself a subjective distinction —
such a label downplays the fact that this is aticilian product, manufactured by Sicilian

potters, for use by Sicilian consumers.

One of the effects of this Aegean-sounding assegeldd materials is to encourage
the search for a ‘Mycenaean connection’ (Biettitl®es1988) in more and more materials,
and consequently, the interpretation of influentem none is present or necessary. The
case of so-called Siciliasholostombs is instructive here. There is nothing styiétegean
about these rock-cut tombs, and those who prop@sednnection have acknowledged that
this is not even a particularly dominant type ohboin Greece. When more Sicilian
examples were discovered — more than doublingrimuat known in the Aegean — rather
than considering the lines of influence to be pogtn the wrong direction, it simply
indicated to the Aegeanocentric proponents how nmaaie fully acculturated Sicilian
society was to Mycenaean practices (Militello 2002®4). Because they have been so
accustomed to explaining these tombs in terms gkAa influence, and literally in
Aegean terminology, it becomes conceptually imgmedor these scholars to break the
link. They no longer see the tetholostomb as an interpretation of possible influence, bu
as established proof of contact. Aegean terminois@yen used to describe non-material
features: Aegean ideologies of burial; Mycenaeaddmroutesywanaxtype chiefdoms. The
existence of the discourse itself has become asamirevidence. This is not dissimilar to
the type of discourse that has promoted an ‘Achae@misation’ of Cyprus (Knapp 2008:
282-83, 296). The ubiquity of the terminology adifuareates an Aegean presence, even

when the material evidence is slight and ambiguous.

This narrow focus on possible Aegean influenceddatself to the selective ‘cherry-
picking’ of comparanda from the eastern Meditereameegardless of distributional logic.
In this study alone, | have noted instances whe@naection is made to the Aegean based
on only a handful of examples. These have inclutduilar-spouted jars at Thapsos —

with spouts unaligned with their handles — callesy@an derivatives, although only two
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examples of such oblique-angled spouts are knov@réace (Mountjoy 1999: 122); a
bird-headed knife and dagger from Pantalica cdilpttal of Aegean production (Tanasi
2004: 342), although only a single Attic example baen found (Bouzek 1985: 147-48);
flat trunnion axes, common in Sicily and the Ibereeninsula, but regarded as having
Aegean origins (Giardino 1995: 200) with only a thfah of uncertainly-dated comparisons
(Harding 1975; 184, 186).

Beyond issues of distribution, often comparandacamsen arbitrarily, merely based
on a generic formal similarity, without any consat#&on of functional differences. Such is
the case with Sardiniagholosnuraghi proposed as debased copies of Mycenaeaiveee
tombs (Guido 1963: 109). While the connection wassequently rejected on
chronological and technological grounds, the comsparshould have been considered
unlikely from the beginning, as it insinuated Saralins would have based the most
conspicuous feature of their society upon the stdatean funerary practices of a distant
culture. More subtle, perhaps, is the case of éméral habitation complexes at Thapsos.
As noted in Chapter Three, these buildings have beepared to many different
structures in the eastern Mediterranean, although eelationships are strictly drawn on
formal grounds, namely the broadly similar grouiaagl of their foundations. There has
been little attempt to reconcile common functioesaeen the Thapsos complexes and
their eastern Mediterranean comparanda. To betlf@iractual functions of the Sicilian
buildings are still obscure: a comparison to domédstildings in Cyprus could be valid
(Tomasello 2004: 203), although it is far from aértthat the Thapsos complexes were

primarily domestic in nature.

This injudicious selection of Mycenaean or Cypriwterials for comparison brings
up one final feature of this discourse used to esdoreign evidence: the fusion of
Cyprus and the Aegean as a single contact phenam&ha not only artificially inflates
the ‘Aegean’ data, but also homogenises the cosiagttion. Describing a generic process
of Aegean acculturation, as if extra-insular conteas with a single, self-aware, socio-
political unit, has the effect of presenting alckange with the central Mediterranean as
some kind of Mycenaean foreign policy. In realaysite like Thapsos would have had
direct or (more likely) indirect contact with seakregions from the east, each with its own
aims, and representing a different set of expeeignEven within the Aegean itself, there
would have been several independent polities iracin exporting the goods that would

eventually find their way to Sicily or Sardinia. & final irony of the discourse of Aegean-
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ness is that it is actually unfair to the foreigartg as well: whitewashing all extra-insular

contact as the agency of a single, homogenisetypoli

The second type of discourse used to promote tigeaeconnection in the central
Mediterranean involves expressions of certaintye fitst feature of this discourse is a
tendency toward exaggeration. Three typical endietiients will suffice to show the kinds
of exaggerations commonly encountered in the stii@dktra-insular contacts in Sicily and

Sardinia:

The foreign origin of the structure of the Il phd3®psos settlement is
undeniable the building technique is however very poor avgil (Tomasello
2004: 215, emphasis added).

In all of the sites of the Siracusan hinterland.. gkiglence for atrongprocess
of acculturation, which has been defined as Mycansation...is present in
every featuref indigenous material culture (Tanasi 2009: S@pkasis
added).

The conclusion is that Nuragic metallurgy of theA,Bo incredibly richin

LCII/LCIII elements and connections (pottery, metajy, prestige objects), is

the outcome of a process which began some two westarlier and

developed throughout the period (Lo Schiavo 20@%, Emphasis added).
Such descriptions misrepresent the meagre evidemeéich they are based. They add
significance to the idea of Aegean or Cypriot attgaltion, and actively discourage
detractors. When such challenges are raised aghéndbminant model of direct contact,

they are quickly dismissed as extremist aberrations

[W]hile the essentially local nature of the siteTblapsos seems to be more

accepted, even without referring to thdremist statementd Harding, there

has still been in the 90s no shortage of clainfawour of the existence of

permanent settlements (Militello 2004a: 298, mystation, emphasis added).

Such exaggerations, although common in the litegatare at least relatively obvious
to anyone wishing to investigate these culturabenters: the embellished nature of the
claims actually highlights them as opinions andfaots. If such interpretations were
universally accepted, there would be no need &sstihem so forcefully. More
problematic is when this discourse of certaintyvests subjective archaeological

interpretations as unvarnished and straightforiacts. Take the following statement:

[In the Pantalica North period] an anaktoron idthny Aegean architects and
workers (Tanasi 2005: 567).
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While the first impression might be that, refresgjiyn this detail has not been exaggerated
(e.g. there is no doubt than anaktoron was built by Aegean architects andkeve’), the
effect this simple statement has is actually meeegtive: it completely disguises the fact
that this idea of Aegean planning and labour if&at an interpretation for the Anaktoron
(Tomasello 2004: 208), not a fact. This not onlgmpresents the data, just as the above
examples of exaggerated certainty do, it doesstizh a way that it becomes difficult for
those not intimately familiar with the evidenceéalise the statement is subjective. This is
arguably the most significant problem with a disseuof certainty: the potential to lead
other researchers astray, even to the point ohfgdbeir own contact models upon the
certainty of Aegean presence and influence in #mgral Mediterranean. For example, the
attempt to incorporate the limited Aegean matefias the Iberian peninsula into a
Mycenaean ‘world system’ framework has been baged an assumption of the presence
of permanent Mycenaean communities in the centediddrranean (Martin de la Cruz and
Lucrena Martin 2002: 154-55). When this ‘certairégence is removed, the interpretation

of an Iberian periphery falls apart.

Instead of resorting to overt claims of Aegean-nasd misleading expressions of
certainty designed to marginalise contrary opinfmoeponents of Aegean acculturation
and direct foreign presence could state their wasecaution, highlighting the line
between objective data and subjective opinion rotwarly. In fact, a more honest
representation of their acculturation model is po&dly more convincing in its lack of
insistence. In the following two sections, | offay own, more general and inclusive
synthesis on the nature of cultural encountersdilySand Sardinia, without resorting to
misplaced terminology, or inappropriate expressifrsertainty. The result is a
framework for analysis that can accommodate thectipresence of foreign agents, but is

not conceptually restricted to requiring it.

6.2  Sicily without Mycenae

If the work of L. Bernabo Brea...has stressed theoitgmce of diffusionist
processes, ample possibilities remain for diffemrtomplementary
prehistories of Sicily...in which more prominencegigen to local
developments and identities, multiple causes ofigha.and convergences
that are not simply due to movements of peoplegttt®in 1999: 6).

We know that during the MBA and LBA, foreign matdsi arrived in Sicily. Such
materials originated in peninsular Italy, Maltar@aia, the Aeolian Islands, mainland

Greece, the islands of the Aegean, Cyprus, anBdltec region. Some objects may have
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come from as far afield as Iberia or the Levanhalgh the provenience of such objects is
still too uncertain to claim as evidence of a catio®. These objects must have come by
sea, although the identity of the sailors and nmaeitmerchants involved remains a matter
of probabilities. As Sicily is an island, with céalssettlements dating to this period,
islander mobility in the form of local ships must tonsidered as at least one, if not the
main conduit of exchange. Harding’s (1984: 282)gasgion that eastern Mediterranean
imports to Sicily could have been imported fromyitar the Aeolian Islands via local
systems of exchange is still a plausible interpi@tefor the presence of such objects on
the island, although it need not be the only oregtdinly a site such as Thapsos, well
positioned on the east coast to exploit middleland range contacts, seems to have set up
an infrastructure that could accommodate largetsbo@ming directly from the Aegean or
elsewhere. The restricted amount of evidence, hewewuld seem to negate the

possibility of any systematic direct trade.

The distribution pattern for eastern materialSiiily, particularly when compared
to the amounts encountered in southern Italy, seéenmslicate that the island sat at one
remove from systematic contact with the east. B&{008: 16) idea that Sicily received
whatever remained after the mainland centres had tisited (i.e. following a Braudelian
‘tramping’ model), could certainly explain the droff in imported Late Helladic ware
between the two regions, although it presupposesegean ship performing all of the
distribution, and is unnecessarily dismissive @iliin consumers, who would only have
had the ‘dregs’ of trade from which to chose. IftHag’s suggestion regarding local
systems of exchange is correct, Aeolian or southatian ships coming to Sicily would
have contained a variety of goods, not just Lathadi pottery that did not ‘sell’ in Italy.
If they expected quality in return, they would hdnasl to provide commodities desirable to
Sicilian consumers. The same holds for any Sicsiaips venturing to the Aeolian Islands
or to the mainland: they would not have exchanged targo for the trade leftovers of
these Apennine centres if they lacked sufficiettieas tradable commaodities, or if there
were a greater variety of Aegean goods availabteth® mainland, these Sicilian

entrepreneurs could have directly exchanged withea maritime merchants as well.

Late Helladic pottery does not inherently signifgracess of acculturation. The
occurrence of this pottery in Sicilian tombs, comggbto its domestic context on the
mainland, has contributed to the notion that Sibégame ‘Mycenaeanised’ while Italy did
not (La Rosa 2004: 36). Such a notion, howevereither intuitive nor convincing, and

ignores the situation in the central and westertsp the island, where such pottery is
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found in non-funerary contexts. There seems to baes no generic value given to
imported pottery of any kind in Sicily; function prestige for these wares was likely
determined by the specific consuming communityciftaLate Helladic pottery in a tomb
may speak of a certain status granted to thesetsbjghich were rarer and thus potentially
regarded as more ‘exotic’ than they would have beeouthern Italy. Still, there is
nothing that allows us to speak of a greater vgluen to Aegean pottery than Maltese
pottery, or to specialised local forms (dipper ¢ypdestal basins), both of which were
also placed in tombs. Alberti’'s (2006) attemptdaoriulate a narrative of developing social
hierarchy at Thapsos seems like a step in the digécttion, where the presence of
imported materials in the tombs may have socializapons for individual islander’s
identities (e.g. describing particular classes),rmt for corporate identities (i.e.
Mycenaeanised Sicilians). The data set he has itk with, however, is extremely partial.
As van Wijngaarden (2002: 234) properly pointed there is no clear connection
between the presence of imported objects and tiétectural elaboration in the Thapsos
burials, and therefore no independent way of assgsscial rank distinctions between

tombs that had foreign pottery, and those thahdid

Interpretations of Aegean influence read into Iguatery, some metallurgy, and
architectural features, are by necessity subjeciven when | personally — and
subjectively — agree with a particular interpretatof influence (e.g. Pantalica North facies
strainer-spouted jugs that seem clearly based steregprototypes — Tanasi 2004: 338),
the question of how such influence was transmittexdill ambiguous. The need for the
direct presence of eastern Mediterranean agentsgves, should not been seen as a pre-
requisite for the reception of influences, andrtheiinterpretation in Sicilian material
culture. For many influences, such as those bali¢wdave led to Aegean derivative
pottery at Thapsos, access to a finished produstsweely sufficient exposure for Sicilian
potters. Architecturally, the interpretation of Asg and Cypriot presence whenever a
right angle is encountered seems hopelessly bWade Thapsos’ central complexes
represent dramatic — and unique — departures fiioiia8 architectural and organisational
norms, it is problematic to interpret the preseoiceastern architects based solely on their
foundations. The surviving remains are not thatmmore organisationally complex than
the northern habitation zone compounds, even ¥ ére formally quite different, and
speak of a different aim in construction. If, assvgaggested in Chapter Five, these
complexes were built for the interaction of locail visiting traders, and were in fact an
expression of greater formality designed to attsacch visitors, then it is not unreasonable

to propose that outside opinion was sought in themnstruction. Such information,
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however, need not have come from specialist forarghitects, and the local construction
techniques employed in the complexes are moreylikeindicate local agency and
decision making. Furthermore, the notion that ccintath eastern Mediterranean peoples
inspired urban development at Thapsos is too baoadterpretation, based on the
restricted amount of actual exotica at the sitd,the uncertainty of any foreign presence.
The term ‘proto-urban’ is itself unusual: why daesatter that Thapsos ‘could have
become’ an urban centre if it never actually dithelieve this ‘proto-’ prefix, aside from
allowing a more liberal interpretation of urbanisat is used as a self-fulfilling prophecy
at Thapsos. The site was ‘on the way’ to urbaresativhen contact with the eastern
Mediterranean was interrupted. In the absencei®kitistern connection, believed to be
responsible for promoting complexity at Thapsosteeat to egalitarian simplicity was
inevitable (Leighton 1996Db).

For the west of the island, a general fall-off astern Mediterranean imports would
seem to indicate secondary exchange systems wealeyad, which re-distributed extra-
insular objects that arrived to eastern Siciliartgdl he key exception is Cannatello,
whose assemblage of foreign pottery is more nunseaod variegated than that of
Thapsos. The possibility of eastern Mediterrandgpssvisiting its now missing port,
therefore, cannot be dismissed out of hand, alth@sgwith Thapsos, the relatively small
amount of imported Aegean or Cypriot pottery wondd have required a direct eastern
presence. Moreover, the idea that Cannatello wagpao-Mycenaean emporium is
untenable. The hypothesis that Maltese and Sardgd@dors were attracted to the site
because of the availability of eastern Mediterrang@ods is conceivable (Tanasi 2008:
85), although it would be equally valid to represthins relationship the opposite way:
Aegean and Cypriot traders were attracted to Catloats a convenient ‘international’
emporium, where Maltese and Sardinian goods coellobitained without having to
venture directly to those islands. In any caseptieelominance of local materials and
features makes the inland site of Cannatello almegainly a local one, albeit one with a
unique circular plan. This unusual plan is notctisecredited to the imitation of foreign
architectural practices, even by those who proradi/cenaean emporium interpretation.
It might, therefore, speak of a unique functiontfas site, positioned to act as secured
storage for the bi-directional movement of goodscal materials (alum, sulphur) coming
from the interior valleys, and extra-insular oneming by sea. The very partial excavation
of the site, however, makes an overall functiomallgsis of Cannatello quite difficult.
There is no reason, however, to believe in any kinfdreign management over the

movement of goods through the site or its territory
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Espousing a Mycenaean ‘world system,’ in whichI@iasias exploited by a more
complex Aegean society, hungry for its raw matsried problematic. Not only are such
materials rather conjectural in Sicily, the abilitfyAegean maritime agents to exploit local
societies far from home seems unlikely. Despitestjarable proposals for a Mycenaean
‘thalassocracy,’ the average Aegean seaman waes pentticularly influential or high-
status figure (Dickinson 1994: 253-54; Manning &hdin 2005: 271). For such a system
to exist pre-supposes much more direct involveroéttie Mycenaean palaces than is
usually envisioned (Militello 2005). To do businegish communities like Thapsos or
Cannatello likely meant to conform to the expeotadiof those living there. While certain
raw materials like alum, sulphur, or salt may hbagen possible Sicilian goods exchanged
for extra-insular objects, because there was nesyic contact with the eastern
Mediterranean, there is no need to propose anyfgpgade aim. Trade itself may have
been the aim (in Sicily, or anywhere else in thetreé Mediterranean), which certainly fits
in with the tramping vessels, and interlocking eaale spheres model proposed in
Chapter Five. Rather than long-distance, directitmae as the norm, it is more likely that
— just as in other periods of Mediterranean maethistory — tramping (crabotagé
represented the primary means of object diaspoithgwthe central Mediterranean.
Smaller ships would have visited a greater varétarge and small ports, and exploited
the “routes within routes” (Horden and Purcell 20000) that the occasional large boat
could not. Ultimately, any vessels coming from ¢aest to Sicily may have been satisfied
with acquiring whatever they felt had an exchanggesablue elsewhere on their route
(Militello 2005: 595).

It is becoming clear that Sicily had consistenttaohwith Malta throughout the
MBA and LBA. This connection is more materially @gnt than any with the eastern
Mediterranean, and is represented along both tihem and eastern coasts of the island.
A direct relationship between the two islands ma@it a certainty: there are no geographic
intermediaries between them. The idea that thelsstahd of Ognina, situated about
200m off the east coast of Sicily (just to the &anit Plemmyrion), was a Maltese colony
(Bernabo Brea 1966) is intriguing, although notrently substantiated by the amount of
Maltese material recovered there (Tanasi 2008:150\While contact between these
islands has been framed within a Sicilian-Maltesg@an network (Tanasi 2008: 7), this
seems an unnecessarily narrow hypothesis. It ig fil@ly that cultural encounters
between Sicily and the Maltese Archipelago wergédonasting than any Aegean
connection, and were not confined to motivatiors #mphasise the availability of eastern

Mediterranean goods. Militello’s suggestion (200328), that the more consistent Maltese
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connection to Thapsos represented the principatantion sphere for the inhabitants of
that port, is a valid proposal, and qualifies antion of Mycenaeanised residents at

Thapsos.

Sardinian connections are still surprisingly weakNBA and LBA Sicily. If
scholars wish to place both of the major islandsrgertant links in a metals-seeking
eastern Mediterranean network, it is odd that théenml exchange between the two
islands is scarcely represented. Even when sud@regscussed studies tend to minimise
Sicilian or Sardinian mobility networks, the fabat the Aegean or Cypriot routes are
customarily characterised as systematic should yredre of an incidental exchange
between these islands. The present study, thohghienges any Aegean or Cypriot
presence in Sardinia, and proposes that eastenectons on that island are better
thought of as being mediated through the Italiamtaad (see below). Still, this does not
explain a lack of contact between Sicily and Saadin terms of local or regional
networks. There are two obstacles at work hereglvew that may be restricting our
knowledge of Sicilian-Sardinian encounters. Thstfis a lack of specialists in both
Sicilian and Sardinian material culture (especiplytery), which prevents a connection
from being detected in the first place. The histoirjnvestigations at Cannatello is
instructive here, where Aegean and Cypriot matevas identified long before Sardinian
or Maltese pottery at the site. While Maltese pgtts fairly distinctive, however, and
relatively easy to identify as sherds, Nuragic gmgtis not, and investigators of the ceramic
evidence from Cannatello feel there is probabligaiicant amount of Sardinian pottery
that has gone unrecognised, because they requirea base sherd to make a positive
identification (S. Levpers comm). The second problem is the lack of investigatiothe
west and north of Sicily, the two most proximatgioes to Sardinia, and therefore, areas
that might have had conspicuous contact with tle&ds While the north coast has few
natural harbours (e.g. around Palermo), there haga a few MBA and LBA interior sites
found, some of which have yielded imported matsriBurther investigation of these areas

may well help to fill in the gaps in Sicilian-Saméin material connections.

As for the western Mediterranean, material connestbetween Sicily and the
Iberian Peninsula have still only been tentativglggested. While we might not expect
such a connection to be as significant as thatdevsicily and Malta, or Sicily and
Sardinia (and may, in fact, have been mediatedigirdhat island), the few indications of
Iberian materials in Sicily seem to indicate ttreg island represented an eastern frontier of

interlocking Atlantic-Mediterranean networks. Pautarly striking is the occurrence of flat
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trunnion axes in both areas. Even if we accept@gean or Anatolian source for the form,
their more conspicuous presence in Sicily and llegian Peninsula more likely reflects
communication between the central and western Meditean, independent of the
trunnion axe’s origins. Cultraro’s (2005: 101) slgmpentary evidence of similar pottery
forms in eastern Iberia and western Sicily (MoKgaritaan important early step in trying to
define such a connection, although it is still lsage a comparison of drawings of these

pots, and as such, represents a rather prelimingmpretation.

6.3  Sardinia without Cyprus

On the weight of existing evidence, it seem[s] nteasonable therefore to

view LBA long-distance trade less in terms of alvestablished, commercial

and formal system expressed in the terms ‘intesnatiemporium’ or ‘gateway

community’...and more in terms of sporadic contadty woastal landings or

even wrecked vessels — points from which exoticdgdeavelled inland via a

less formal, down-the-line pattern of trade, peshagainly but certainly not

exclusively among elite residents of the largers€ld& and Il settlements

(Webster 1996: 142).
Recent research of extra-insular connections in MBA LBA Sardinia has shown that
Webster’s sixteen year old characterisation isdigrgtill valid. Its main shortcoming is
that such a representation of the situation ini8&deems too restricted in only engaging
with the occasional foreign ship coming to Sardiaiad does not consider the Sardinian
mobility potential in Tyrrhenian maritime networkso Schiavo (2008: 245; 2003; 2001
141) has been a more vocal proponent for the resztbgnise Nuragic shipping as a
possible, if not probable, conduit of exchangeghknmore inclusive model proposed here,
Sardinians should certainly be thought of as acteeiners in the exchange of goods
around the Tyrrhenian Sea, and west to the Ibeasts. The ever-growing corpus of
Sardinian materials found overseas, in Sicily, Liparete, and now Cyprus (see below) in
the LBA, and in Italy and Spain by at least thelfelon Age, should not be explained
restrictively as a consequence of Aegean, CypsioRhoenician commercial expansion.
The idea that eastern Mediterranean prospectoss eking for access to Sardinian ores
is still unproven archaeologically. Whatever theibdor such arguments in the Iron Age
(which have also been challenged — see van Domm&@8: 74-75), there is no
correlation between the presence of foreign objctsy Nuragic site, and involvement in

intensified metallurgical activity for export dugrihe LBA (Webster 1996: 142).

Islander encounters with Cyprus still representtfost contentious and problematic

issue in studies of Sardinian culture contact. Wik conspicuous presence of oxhide
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ingots around the island may inevitably reflectygbt desire to direct surplus copper
westward (Knapp 1990: 151), this still cannot Hatesl directly to any Cypriot presence
and activity in Sardinia. Even the most stridempaments of Cypriot activity on the island
acknowledge that the archaeological evidence gmtted Cypriot presence is weak, and
the notion that Sardinian smiths received traimingupplies in Cyprus (Lo Schiavo 2001:
141) is currently only supported by the recentaisry of a Sardinian storage jao(io)

in PylaKokkinokremmogKnapp,pers comm). Nonetheless, the relatively large amount
of oxhide ingot evidence in Sardinia, comparedsacarcity in Sicily and Lipari, and
complete absence on mainland Italy, remains arsohred issue, and an interpretive
obstacle to the suggestion (supported here) thatuSysimply exported its surplus copper
generically west, without any particularly specifiestination markets in mind. Even if the
Italian peninsula was initially bypassed when thitk copper was circulated to the west, it
is equally strange that we lack any oxhide ingaginents in Italy as a result of subsequent
contact with Sardinia. It may be simply an archagimlal quirk that the evidence has not
been preserved, or has yet to be found in Itatiipagh this is as unsatisfying a conclusion
as the assumption of direct Cypriot presence idiSia. Whether or not a Cypriot
presence in Sardinia is ever confirmed, the ragytmaterial connection should not be
proposed as a narrative of advanced Cypriot meggdiis or prospectors coming to
Sardinia to educate backward local smiths, bueradine of two areas that shared a
tradition of extracting copper and producing brqrieading to an exchange of
technologies and information (Knapp 1990: 137) dentioned in Chapter Four, being
involved in metallurgy meant being involved in midginetworks. In such a light, the lack
of any information exchanges between the two magdikérranean islands involved in the

primary smelting of copper would be unusual.

Contact between Sardinia and the mainland, a coionebat has been argued to
exist for the site of Antigori, is admittedly latgdased on circumstantial patterns of
pottery consumption (i.e. the shared pattern oé ltlladic imports, locally made
imitations, and local grey wares) rather than aesatisfying corpus of LBA Sardinian
objects in Italy, and clear, unambiguous Sub-Apeamhaterials in Sardinia. As with the
under-represented material connection betweerySiodl Sardinia, however, the lack of
convergent familiarity with both Italian and Nuragnaterial culture may contribute to this
gap in evidence. There are also chronological prab| with uncertainty over whether
encounters between Sardinia and Tyrrhenian Itatylshdate to the end of the Bronze Age
or to the Iron Age (Lo Schiavo 1985c: 12-13; 2083). The fact that both Italian and

Sardinian pottery has been found together in LBAtexts in Kommos (Watroust al.
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1998) indicates that, somewhere within the exchaygéem, Sardinian and Italian
networks overlapped before the Early Iron Age. daiti represents an unusual situation in
Sardinia, as the only site that has yielded a Bagmit amount of Late Helladic pottery. It is
tempting to propose that the elites of the nuragjtempted to make Antigori an
(unsuccessful) gateway community for the distriitdf Late Helladic pottery to their
hinterland, even to the extent of producing it lgcalmost all other finds of Sardinian-
made Aegean-looking pottery are found in southexgli@ri. This is only indicated by six
sherds scattered at four sites however; if theyevairmade at or near Antigori, they may
also represent gift exchanges between nuragheataelWhile it is tempting to suggest an
imported or hybrid practice of feasting at Antig@ssociated with the imported Aegean
pottery and grey ware, not enough is currently kmavout traditional Sardinian feasting
or dining practices to determine what constitutéscal practice, and what is an adopted

one.

Hardly represented at all are Sicilian objectsandgia. As mentioned above in the
Sicilian synthesis, contacts between the two laryesliterranean islands may be under-
represented due to restricted knowledge of indigerassemblages. Furthermore, the
objects that have been found (fibulae, axes, anarerpot unambiguously Sicilian. There
has been more study of Sardinia and the westerntdfehean than for Sicily and the
west, although like Sicily, more work is neededehteridentify the full range of
connections. At present, almost all western mdgemeSardinia are represented by bronze
tools or weapons. It is possible that Sardiniasoeimters with the Italian mainland, Iberia,
or the Atlantic were predicated upon the traderohbe objects, and perhaps of raw copper
as well. Again, the lack of other recognised impoespecially pottery, could be due to the
hyper-specialisation of archaeologists working andiia, Italy, Portugal, and Spain: the
general unfamiliarity with indigenous materialghese areas (beyond bronzes) contributes
to a dearth of recognised culture contacts. GiatdifL995: 249) suggestion of ceramic
technology exchanges (i.e. regarding burnishingrtiegies) between Sardinia and south-
western Spain and Portugal, and the more rececd\tisy of Nuragic pottery in Huelva
(south-west Spain) (Fundoni 2009), are encouragjigigs that the scarcity of western

material connections will be redressed in the f&are.

6.4 Future Research

The most pressing need in the study of the celtealiterranean during the MBA and

LBA is for an independent, absolute chronology bame radiocarbon or
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dendrochronological determinations, and an indepenilative sequence of local pottery
styles, not dated by casual associations with Haéadic pottery. A relative sequence has
been initiated for Nuragic pottery, but its refiremhand absolute range (independent of
the association of LH IlIB/C pottery at Antigors still a work in progress. In Sicily the
need is more acute, as almost all dates are depemden the chance finds of Aegean
pottery. This has ramifications for Maltese datasgwell, as the Borg-in-Nadur
chronology has been based on its presence in ThgpHmerti 2007: 369). A more secure
chronology for the central Mediterranean not orligves for greater resolution of the
diachronic patterns of contact, it may help toitfavhen and if interpreted foreign
influences can be maintained (e.g. in the same arahat the interpretation of Aegean

inspiration fortholosnuraghi has now been discounted).

An important step for understanding cultural engetsin Sicily and Sardinia from a
more holistic perspective would be to incorporatadrom other key parts of the central
Mediterranean. This would be particularly usefuaneas that have shown evidence of
conspicuous contacts during the MBA and LBA, suelthe Aeolian Islands and southern
Italy, but should also include areas that are awmred to be largely out of the stream of
wider Mediterranean material connections (e.g.dastMalta, and Corsica), to see if any
predictive models of connectivity or insularityeld from the local point of view — can be
derived. Some of these areas have also been a@uepresent a direct Aegean presence
(e.g. Lipari — Leighton 1999: 181), and a closaraination of the relevant materials,
contextually and numerically, should be undertatkeassess whether such an
interpretation is appropriate. The hybridisatioterpretation proposed for certain materials
in Sicily in Chapter Five could potentially sheghHt on some of the material changes that
occur in these areas during the Middle and LatenBxdAge, of which wheelmade

ceramica grigiapottery in southern Italy (Vagnetti 1999: 143-#&5an obvious candidate.

Pottery and other central Mediterranean objectadadn other parts of the
Mediterranean could also better inform us on caltencounters within the region. This
study has not engaged with Sicilian or Sardiniadeswe found overseas, except as an
indication of possible islander mobility and ageray it lies outside of the local
consumption perspective advocated here. A distdbat and contextual analysis of such
materials (e.g. Nuragic pottery in Crete and Cypalshapsos-Pertosa sword among the
cargo of the Uluburun wreck) could allow for a mooeinded discussion of the
probabilities and scales of islander mobility netkg and counteract the impression of

stationary, receptive islander communities, who matthing to offer besides convenient
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geographic reference points, or certain raw mdseride amount of Sicilian or Sardinian
data found overseas is still quite small, and nabtithis contributes to the false
impression of static, insular communities. The néckscovery of a Thapsos facies pot in
the Levant (M. Bettellipers comm), however, fortuitously observed by a scholar who
happened to know what it was, represents an egailimpse at what evidence may be out
there. If Sicilian and Sardinian mobility was meviglely proposed, or at least recognition
of potential Sicilian and Sardinian object diasgonas considered, then tbe Oriente lux
perspective that still characterises culture cdrgaaies in the Mediterranean could be
more readily challenged. The idea that central kedinean products could be considered

as desirable to the more complex east, howevstilli&argely anathema.

Enumerating and analysing western Mediterraneanexdions is a difficult task.
This study has begun to tease out existing refeseatconnections between Sicily and
Sardinia and the west, although such a compilasi@most certainly incomplete. Such
connections are not nearly as often, nor as wigelplished: it is much easier to find
(several) different catalogues describing Aegeah@ypriot materials in these islands
(e.g. Vianello 2005; Tusa 2000b; Smith 1987; Loi&etet al. 1985). To redress this
imbalance, greater communication between scholarkimg on regional assemblages in
the central and western Mediterranean should beusaged. An online database of
potential connections, and material enquiries, tviscaccessible to, and in some instances,
editable by such scholars, would go a long wayeirecting these connections, and
counteracting the hyper-regionalisation endemid@diterranean archaeology (Cherry
2004: 236).

Sicilian sites are often slowly and selectively imted by their principal
investigators, and few actually yield final repors there have been few MBA and LBA
settlements discovered in the first place, fullgblgcation of this handful of known sites
would be especially useful, particularly for theaddishment of relative ceramic sequences
based on comparable stratigraphies. There alssriedm more provenience analyses of
foreign-looking pottery in Sicily. Although the gent, circumscribed analysis of Aegean-
looking pottery has indicated Peloponnesian imp@ases and Levi 2004), it would be
intriguing if further analysis also showed that soafi the ‘imported’ Late Helladic ware
had actually been made in southern Italy (i.eoael production centre). This would lend
credence to the suggestion that contact with Aegeenoccasionally mediated through the

mainland. Fuller provenience analyses may stilidatg a majority of the Sicilian data
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were ‘proper’ Aegean imports, however, as LH lli8tpry (i.e. the date of most Italian-

made Aegean-looking vessels) is not as commonciity Sis LH 1A,

6.5 Final Conclusions

The synthesis of cultural encounters in Sicily &addinia outlined above has attempted to
be an inclusive, rather than a minimalist, readihthe evidence. While the impact of
eastern Mediterranean contact should be heavillifigaadue to the restrictive and
ambiguous nature of the evidence, there has akso teeognition that contact, even if with
finished products rather than people, could haspiiad local material responses and, in
discrete places, possible changes in social peaasavell. At certain key sites direct
contact with eastern Mediterranean agents isastilble interpretation: Thapsos is clearly
the best candidate for such a connection. The copson-based approach advocated here
can accommodate an Aegean or Cypriot presence ioethitral Mediterranean, although it
does not rely upon it, and the interpretations afaral hybridisation proposed do not
require direct contact to be valid. Regardless loétlver contacts were direct or not,
however, islander communities appropriated foralgjects and influences, and re-
contextualised them to accommodate local consumpikdeds, and local systems of value.

They were not attempting to become more Mycenae&ypriot.

Researchers can still look at these cultural ertevsifirom the foreign perspective,
so long as the subject of study is trade routessginead of Aegean or Cypriot material
culture in general, or any impact that contact wlise islander communities had upon
eastern societies. Bietti Sestieri’s (1988: 23-@fment that those studying the Late
Bronze Age in the Aegean tend to emphasise the ‘@bindigenous Italian communities”
in any central Mediterranean encounters, howeseamiimportanprovisa When the basis
for study is an analysis of material and sociahgjes within Sicily or Sardinia, a narrow
focus on the agency of extra-insular peoples besameatisfying. Furthermore, this study
does not advocate replacing eastern Mediterran@amections with central or western
ones, in some ill-conceived attempt to ‘rank’ tlegmtial impact of different contacts
upon islander societies. Central and western cdiumschave been stressed here to
acknowledge that they existed in the MBA and LBAd &hould be given consideration
alongside eastern connections, as well as to pily 8nd Sardinia into a more
representative central Mediterranean contexttfi&y were not simply the western edge of
an eastern trade and prospection network). Wheonites to characterising the

developments of islander societies, however — ashan done for Cyprus, using a
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methodology that shuns a description of that isSddvelopment in terms of Mycenaean
or Near Eastern influences (Knapp 2008) — it iprihary importance to foreground local
materials, local values, and local needs in angssssent of extra-insular impact. This

applies equally if contacts are believed to havenbeith more complex societies, or with

those at a more comparable level of socio-politiisalelopment, in a pre-colonial setting.

Yielding extra-insular evidence from several paftthe wider Mediterranean world,
Sicily and Sardinia were islands securely withi@ siream of material connections during
the Middle and Late Bronze Age. While each produzedigue and dynamic material
identity, their material cultures did not developrh any process of insularity. In fact, in
some cases conspicuous connectivity contributéetgromotion of traditional islander
identities, through a process of selective appations and rejections. Although contacts
were certainly not as consistent, direct, or inteas those associated withrillennium
BC colonial movements, and could not have prodseguificant changes in the broader
corporate identities of Sicilian or Sardinian stiei, they were frequent enough to have
had an impact on the material productions, andgperisocial practices, of particular
islander communities in localised situations. Tikia recurring theme throughout much of
prehistory in the Mediterranean, a sea that hagsepted a place of passage between
disparate regions, and which “has always been aslieg as it was corrupting” (Knapp
2001: 335).
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